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PREFACE. 



No apology is needed for the appearance of a work 
dealing with Early Greek Philosophy. The want 
of one has long been felt; for there are few 
branches of philology in which more progress 
has been made in the last twenty years, and the 
results of that progress have not yet been made 
accessible to the English reader. My original 
intention was simply to report these results ; but 
I soon found that I was obliged to dissent from 
some of them, and it seemed best to say so dis- 
tinctly. Very likely I am wrong in most of these 
cases, but my mistakes may be of use in calling 
attention to unobserved points. In any case, I 
hope no one will think I have been wanting in the 
respect due to the great authority of 2feller, who 
was the first to recall the history of philosophy 
from the extravagances into which it had wandered 
earlier in the century. I am glad to find that 
all my divergences from his account have only 
led me a little further in the path that he struck 
out. 

I am very sensible of the imperfect execution of 
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some parts of this work ; but the subject has 
become so large, and the number of authorities 
whose testimony must be weighed is so great, that 
it is not easy for any one writer to be equally at 
home in aU parts of the field. 

I have consulted the student's convenience by 
giving references to the seventh edition of Ritter 
and Preller (ed. Schultess) throughout. The 
references to Zeller are to the fourth German 
edition, from which the English translation was 
made. I have been able to make some use also of 
the recently published fifth edition (1892), and all 
references to it are distinguished by the symbol Z. 
I can only wish that it had appeared in time for 
me to incorporate its results more thoroughly. 

I have to thank many friends for advice and 
suggestions, and, above all, Mr. Harold H. Joachim, 
Fellow of Merton College, who read most of the 
work before it went to press. 

J. B. 
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INTRODUCTION. 



L It was not until the traditional view of the world The coimo 

logical ohar- 

and the customary rules of life had broken down, that acter of early 

Qreek philo- 

the Greeks began to feel the needs which philosophies of sophy. 
nature and of conduct seek to satisfy. Nor were those 
needs felt all at onca The decay of popular morality 
hardly set in till the traditional view of nature had 
altogether passed away ; and, for this reason, the earliest 
philosophers busied themselves almost exclusively with 
speculations about the world around them. In due 
season. Logic was called into being to meet a fresh want. 
The pursuit of cosmological inquiry beyond a certain 
point inevitably brought to light a wide divergence 
between science and common sense, which was itself a 
fresh problem demanding some solution, and moreover 
constrained philosophers to study the means of defending 
their paradoxes against the prejudices of the unscientific 
many. Later still, the prevailing interest in logical 
matters raised the whole question of the origin and 
validity of knowledge ; while, almost at the same time, 
the breakdown of the traditional morality gave rise to 
Ethics* The period in the history of Greek thought 
which precedes the rise of epistemological and ethical 
speculation has thus a distinctive character of its own, 
and may fitly be treated apart^ 

^ It will be observed that Demokritoa falls outside the period thus 
limited. The common practice of treating this younger contemporary of 

I 
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The tradi- II. Even in the earliest times of which we have any 

the world. record, the traditional view of the world is fast passing 
away, and we are left to gather what manner of thing it 
was from the stray glimpses we get of it here and there 
in the older literature, to which it forms a sort of sombre 
background, and from the many strange myths and 
stranger rites that lived on, as if to bear witness of it to 
later times, not only in out-of-the-way parts of Hellas, 
but even in the "mysteries" of the more cultivated 
states. So far as we can see, it must have been essen- 
tially A thing of shreds and patches, ready to fall in 
pieces as soon as stirred by the fresh breeze of a larger 
experience and a more fearless curiosity. The only 
attempt at an explanation of the world which it could 
offer was a wild story of the origin of things, only to be 
matched for puerile cruelty and obscenity among the 
worst inventions of the lowest races of mankind. In 
short, the earliest Greek view of nature was nothing more 
nor less than a form of that world - wide superstition 
which has its roots deep down in the peculiar constitution 
of the savage mind. 

This is hardly, perhaps, the picture of the earliest 
state of the Greek intellect with which most of us have 
been familiar; but the evidence which anthropologists 
have brought in support of it is, in its cumulative force, 
overwhelming. Such a story as that of Ouranos, Gaia, 
and Kronos is plainly, as Mr. Lang has shown in Custom 
and Myth, in all essential features, on precisely the same 
level of thought as the Maori tale of Papa and liangi ; 

Sokrates along witli the '^ pra-Soeratic philosophers " has ohscured tlie trae 
course of historical development. Deniokiitos comes after Protagoras, 
and his theory is eveiy where conditioned by the epistemological problem. 
See Victor Brochard, Protagorwi et D&mocritt {Arch. ii. 368). 
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while in its details the Greek myth is, if anything, the 
more savage and disgusting of the two. 

The fact is that we allow ourselves to be too easily 
misled by metaphors about " the childhood of the race," 
though even these, if properly understood, are suggestive 
enough. Our ideas of the true state of a child's mind 
are derived, not so much from observation and the 
recollection of our own early feelings and thoughts, as 
from that theory of antenatal existence which has found, 
perhaps, its highest expression in Wordsworth's Ode on 
the Intiviations of Immortality. We transfer these ideas 
to the race generally, and thus we come to think of the 
men who made and repeated myths as simple, innocent 
creatures who were somehow nearer than we are to the 
beginning of things, and so, perhaps, saw with a clearer 
vision than ours. (A truer view of what a child's 
thoughts really are will help to put us on the right 
track. Left to themselves, children are most often tor- 
mented by vague terrors of surrounding objects which 
they fear to confide to any one. Their games are really 
based upon an animistic theory of things, and they are 
great believers in luck and in the lot. They are devotees, 
too, of that " cult of odds and ends " which is fetichism ; 
and the unsightly old dolls which they often cherish 
more fondly than the choicest products of the toy-shop, 
remind us forcibly of the ungainly stocks and stones 
which Pausanias found in the Holy of Holies of many a 
stately Greek temple.'^ In this sense, then, we may say, 
if we please, that primitive men were childlike ; but we 
must also bear in mind that the childhood of the race 
included the maturity of individuals. We must think of 
the makers of myth as having all the vices and passions 
of grown men, with only the thoughts and experience of 
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children to keep them in check ; and, if we once realise 
what this means, we shall be at no loss to account for 
those horrible tales, which were hardly less shocking to 
the Greeks of a later age than they are to ourselves. 
But after all, even in the days of Thales, the world was 
already very old. Those Greeks who first tried to under- 
stand nature were not at all in the position of men 
setting out on a hitherto untrodden path. There was 
already in the field a tolerably consistent view of the 
world, though no doubt it w*as implied and assumed in 
ritual and myth rather than explicitly present to con- 
sciousness. The early thinkers did a far greater thing 
than merely make a beginning ; by turning their backs 
upon the savage view of things, they renewed their 
youth, and with it, as it proved, the youth of the world, 
at a time when the world seemed in its dotage. 

The marvel is that they were able to do this so 
thoroughly as they did. A savage myth might be pre- 
served here and there to the scandal of philosophers ; 
fetiches, totems, and magic rites might lurk in holes and 
comers with the moles and with the bats, to be unearthed 
long afterwards by the curious in such matters. But the 
all-pervading superstition, which we call primitive because 
we know not how or whence it came, was gone for ever ; 
and we find Herodotos noting with unfeigned surprise 
the existence among " barbarians " of beliefs and customs 
which, not so very long ago, his own forefathers had 
taught and practised as seriously as ever did Libyan or 
Scyth. Even then, he might have found most of them 
surviving on the " high places " of Hellas. 



Traces of the HI. In Homer we find very few traces of primitive 

tniditional 

view in early cosmogony, and most of them occur in that strange episode 

literature. 
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of the Fourteeuth Book of the Iliady known as the Aio^ i. Homer. 
airaT% In it we meet with a considerable number of 
ideas which are otherwise foreign to Homeric theolog}', 
and these are just the exceptions that prove the rule. 
Even if we cannot follow Gruppe in regarding the whole 
episode as a parody of a theogonical poem, we must at 
least admit with Diels that it is full of theogonical 
reminiscences.* Now the ideas which formed the stock- 
in-trade of early theogonies are not treated in the J 109 
diraTrf with any degree of seriousness or respect. The 
poet, we cannot but feel, has no reverence at all for 
the " holy marriage " of heaven and earth. And yet 
this was then the central feature of many local religions, 
just as it is in many a rustic celebration to-day. 

It is not until we come to Hesiod that we find our- 2. Heaicxi. 
selves in a really savage atmosphere, which recalls that 
of Samoan or Mangaian cosmogony, or of the more 
unpleasant parts of the Indian Brdhmanas. Are we to 
suppose, then, that the Greeks, after once attaining the 
comparatively high level of reasonableness which we find 
in the Homeric poems, were suddenly plunged once more 
into savagery ? Surely not. It is far more likely that 
in the Theogoiiy we have a sort of reactionary mani- 
festo written deliberately for the purpose of saving the 
old traditions, already threatened by the new spirit. 
Hesiod says that, as the Muses have already shown 
their power in fiction, it will be well for them to show 
that they can sing truth also ; and this certainly sounds 
like a covert attack upon epic poetry. Nor is this differ- 
ence between Homer and Hesiod hard to understand. 
We can readily believe that the adventure-loving aristo- 

* See Gruppe, Griechifche Culte und Mythm, i. pp. 614, 623, and Diels 
in Arch, ii. p. 90. 
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crats, for whose amusement Homer sang, would care but 
little for the old folk-tales so dear to the farmer of Askra. 
With them, a sort of panhellenic polytheism, the Olym- 
pian mythology in short, had taken the place of primitive 
monolatry.* But such things as the J to? aTrdrrj show 
clearly enough that the epic poet's silence was due rather 
to reticence than to ignorance, and that he had already 
the beginnings of the belief that certain stories were 
" not pious to relate." We infer, then, that at any rate 
with a certain class of society in Asiatic Hellas, the 
traditional view of the world was fairly discredited at 
least as early as the time when the Homeric poems were 
composed. But in Hesiod we hear for the first time the 
voice of the common people in close alliance with the 
local priesthoods of continental Greece, and so we get a 
more antique tradition. 

It would, however, be wrong to see in the Tluogoiiy a 
mere recrudescence of the old superstition. Nothing can 
ever be revived just as it was ; for in every revival there 
is a polemical element which differentiates it completely 
from the older idea which it vainly seeks to reproduce. 
Hesiod, after all, could not but be touched by the new 
spirit which trade and adventure had awakened across 
the sea. His work is, in truth, but one symptom among 
others of that very decay of the old ideas which he 
sought to arrest; for it is an attempt to fuse into a 
single system all the myths he could come by, and 
system is necessarily fatal to so wayward a thing as 
mythology. Hesiod no less than Homer teaches a syn- 
cretistic polytheism ; the only difference is that in his 
case this is more directly based upon the legends attached 
to the local cults, which he thus sought to invest with 

» Cf. Robertson Smith, Felighn of the Semites, i. pp. 39, 40. 
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the lustre of a panhellenic significance. Tlie result is, of 
course, that the myth becomes primary and the cult 
secondary, a complete inversion of the primitive relation. 
Nor is it only by this attempt at system that Hesiod 
shows himself the child of his time. We also find in 
the Tlieogony the beginnings of what we must call specu- 
lation. Hesiod is not content, as the old tradition 
doubtless was, to begin with Ouranos and Gaia. We 
have two new stages in the evolution, namely, Chaos and 
Eros. The conception of Chaos represents a distinct 
efifort to picture the beginning of things. It is not a 
formless mixture, like the iohu -va- vohu of the first 
chapter of Genesis, but rather, as its etymology indicates, 
the yawning gulf or gap where nothing is as yet* We 
may be pretty sure that this is not primitive. Savage 
man does not feel called upon to form an idea of the 
very beginning of all things. The other figure, that of 
Eros, is introduced in order to explain the impulse to 
production which gives rise to the whole evolution. 
The history of philosophy shows what a fruitful idea 
this was. 

We have records of great activity in the production 3. The cotmo- 
of cosmogonies during the whole of the sixth century 
B.a We know something of the systems of Epimenides, 
Pherekydes, and Akousilaos. The earliest Orphic cosmo- 
gony goes back to the same period.^ The feature which 
is common to all these speculations is the attempt to get 
behind the Gap, and to put Chronos ® or Zeus in the first 

* Of. the Oq>hic x'^^f** ^%\t*fff and the Scandinavian Oinunnga-gap. 

' This was the view of Lobeck with regard to the " Rhapsodic Theo- 
gonj" described by Damaskios. It has been revived by Otto Keru 
(De Orphei Epimenidis PlierteydU thtagoniin, 1888). 

' Not, of course, abstract time. See Zeller, p. 72, n. 8 (Eng. trans, 
p. 91, n, 2). There was, no doubt, some confusion with Kronos. 
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place. It is this ^^bich Aristotle has in view when he 
distinguishes the " theologians " who derive things from 
Night, from those who were half-theologians, half-philo- 
sophers, and put what was best at the beginning.^ It 
is obvious, however, that this process might be carried 
on indefinitely, and that it is the very reverse of 
scientific, so we have nothing to do with the cosmo- 
gonists in the present inquiry, except in so far as 
they can be shown to have influenced the course of 
more sober speculation. Indeed, the Orphic theories do 
not really carry us beyond the Maoris. The strange 
hymns in which that remarkable people relate the origin 
of things represent, if anything, a higher level of thought 
than was attained in Greece before the rise of the 
Milesian school. The example quoted by Mr. Andrew 
Lang in Myth, Ritual and Religion? contains a very 
subtle deduction of the Eros which Hesiod simply took 
for granted. 

General cbar- IV. What, then, was the step in advance which placed 
early Greek the Ionian cosmologists once for all above the level of 
the Maoris ? Grote and Zeller make it consist in the 
substitution of impersonal causes acting according to law 
for personal causes acting arbitrarily. But the distinction 
between personal and impersonal was not really much 
felt in antiquity, and it is surely a mistake to lay such 
stress on it as most historians have done. It seems 
rather that the real advance made by the scientific men 
of Miletos was that they left oflf telling tales. They 
gave up the hopeless task of describing what was when 
as yet there was nothing, and asked instead what all 
things really are now. 

7 Mtt N, 4. 10916, 8. 8 Vol. ii. p. 28. 
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The great principle which underlies all the specula- Ex nikHo 
tions of the early cosmologists, though it is first explicitly 
laid down by Parmenides, is that Nothing comes into 
being out of nothing, and nothing passes atvay into nothing. 
They saw, however, that particular things were always 
coming into being and passing away again, and from this 
it followed that the existence of particular things was no 
true or stable existence. The only things that were real 
and eternal were the original matter which passed through 
all these changes and the motion which gave rise^to them, 
to which was soon added that law of proportion or compen- 
sation which, despite the continual becoming and passing 
away of particular things, secured the relative perma- 
nence and stability of the various forms of existence that 
go to make up the world. That these were in fact the 
leading ideas of the early cosmologists, cannot, of course, 
be proved till we have given a detailed exposition of 
their systems ; but we can show at once how natural it 
was for such thoughts to occur to them. The problem 
of change and decay is always that which first excites 
the wonder which, as Plato says, is the starting-point of 
all philosophy. Besides this, there was in the Ionic 
nature a vein of what we call sentimentalism which led 
it to brood much upon the instability of things. Even 
before the time of Thales, we find Mimnermos of 
Kolophon deeply impressed by the sadness of the passing 
away of youth; in Anakreon we may perceive some- 
thing of the same gentle melancholy ; and, later still, 
the lament of Simonides, that the generations of men 
pass even as the leaves of the forest, touches a chord 
already struck by the earliest singer of Ionia,® Now, 
so long as men could believe that everything they saw 

» Simonides, fr. 85, 2 Bergk. Cf. //. vi. 146. 
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was alive like themselves, the spectacle of the unceasing 
death and new birth of nature would do no more than tinge 
their thoughts with a certain sadness, which would find 
its appropriate expression in such things as the Linos 
dirges which the Greeks borrowed from their Asiatic 
neighbours ; ^® but, when primitive Animism, which had 
seen conscious life everywhere, was gone, and poly- 
theistic mythology, wliich had personified at least the 
more striking natural phenomena, was going, it must 
have seemed that there was nowhere any abiding reality. 
Nowadays, we are accustomed, for good and for ill, to 
the notion of dead things, obedient, not to inner im- 
pulses, but solely to mechanical laws. But this is not the 
view of the natural man, and we may be sure that, when 
first it forced itself upon his mind, it must have provoked 
a strong sense of dissatisfaction. Eelief was only to be 
had from the reflection that as nothing comes from 
nothing, nothing can pass away into nothing. There 
must, then, be something which always is, something 
fundamental which persists throughout all change, and 
ceases to exist in one form only that it may reappear in 
another. 
*w/f. So far as 1 know, no historian of Greek philosophy has 

clearly laid it down that the word which was used by the 
early cosmologists to express this idea of a permanent and 
primary substance was none other than <l>vai^ ; and that 
the title Ilepi <l>va€w<i, so commonly given to philo- 
sophical works in the sixth and fifth centuries B.C., does 
not mean, " On the Nature of Things," — a far later use 

'* Tlie word a'xo«r seems to be the Phoenician w^H (ai-lanu)^ ** W'oe is 
us ! " from which the Greeks extracted a mythical personage caUed Linos. 
On Adonis -Tham muz, Lityerses, and Osiris, see Frazer, Golden Bo%tgh^ 
vol. i. p. 278 sqq. 
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of the word, — but simply, " Concerning the Primary Sub- 
stance." Both Plato and Aristotle use the term in this 
sense when they are discussing the earlier philosophy ,^^ 
and the history of the word shows clearly enough what 
its earliest meaning must have been. In Greek philo- 
sophical language, if>vai^ always means that which is 
primary, fundamental, and persistent, as opposed to that 
which is secondary, derivative, and transient; what is 
" given," as opposed to what is made or becomes. It is 
that which is there to begin with. It is true that 
Aristotle also identifies <l>vai^ with the best or most 
normal condition of a thing ; but that is just because, in 
his philosophy, the goal of any development is held 
to be prior to the process by which it is reached. 
Such an idea was, of course, wholly unknown to the 
pioneers of philosopliy. They sought the explanation of 
the incomplete world we know, not in the end, but in 
the beginning. It seemed to them that, if only they 
could strip off all the modifications which Art and 
Chance and Fate had introduced, they would get at the 
ultimately real ; and so the search after <f>v<Ti^, first in 
the world at large, and afterwards in human society, 
became the chief interest of the age with which we are 
about to deal. 

The word apxv> by which the early cosmologists are 
usually said to have designated the object of their search, 
is purely Aristotelian. It is perfectly natural that it 
should be employed in the well-known historical sketch 
of the First Book of the Metaphysics; for Aristotle is 
there testing the theories of earlier thinkers by his own 
doctrine of the four causes. But Plato never uses the 

" For instance, Plato, Laws, 892 B ; Aristotle, Pfiys. 193a, 9-81 ; MeL 
10146, 32. 
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term in this connection; and, as a matter of fact, it 
does not once occur in tbe genuine fragments of the 
early philosophers, but is altogether confined to the 
Stoic and Peripatetic handbooks from which most of 
our knowledge is derived, and these simply repeat 
Aristotle. Zeller has pointed out in a footnote ^ that 
it is a complete anachronism to refer the subtle Aristo- 
telian use of the word to the beginnings of speculation. 
To Anaximander apxv could only have meant " begin- 
ning," and it was far more than a beginning that the 
early cosmologists were looking for ; it was the eternal 
ground of all things.^* 

There is one very important conclusion which follows 
at once from^ the account just given of the meaning of 
(f>v<n^, and this is, that the search for the primary sub- 
stance really was the thing which chiefly interested the 
Ionian philosophers. Had their main object been, as 
Teichmliller held it was, the explanation of celestial and 
meteorological phenomena, they would hardly have 
entitled their works Ilepl ^v<re<o<; ; we should have had 
instead ilepl teotrfiov, or rather ilepl oipavov. And this 
view we shall find confirmed by a study of the way in 
which Greek cosmology developed. The growing thought 
which may be traced through the successive represen- 
tatives of a given school is always that which concerns 
the primary substance, while the astronomical and other 
theories are, in the main, peculiar to the individual 
thinkers. Teichmiiller undoubtedly did good service by 
his protest against the treatment of these theories as 
mere isolated curiosities. They form, on the contrary, 
as will appear, coherent systems which must be looked 

" Zeller, p. 203, n. 2 (Eng. trans, p. 248, n. 2). 
^* See, further, Chap. I. n. 57. 
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at as wholes. But it is true none the less that Greek 
philosophy hegan, as it ended, in the search for what 
was lasting and abiding in the flux of things. 

V. But how could this give back to nature the life " Hyiozoium." 
of which it had been robbed by advancing knowledge ? 

Simply by making it possible for that life, which had 
hitherto been supposed to reside in each particular thing, 
to be transferred to the one thing of which all others 
were merely passing forms. The very process of birth, 
growth, and decay might now be regarded as the exer- 
cise of the unceasing activity of the one ultimate reality. 
The place of Animism was, in fact, taken by what has 
been called " Hylozoism." The term is, however, most 
misleading if it suggests to us any analogy with the 
later systems which commonly go by the name. These 
were based upon a denial of the separate reality of life 
and spirit ; while, in the days of Thales, and even, as we 
shall see, in those of Anaxagoras, the distinction between 
matter and spirit had not been felt, far less formulated 
in such a way that it could be denied. The uncreated, 
indestructible, self-moving, living reality of which these 
early thinkers were in search was body or even matter, 
if we choose to call it so, but it was not matter in the 
sense in which matter is contrasted with spirit. 

VI. Now that we have sketched in brief outline the The causes of 
traditional theory of the world, and indicated the main the t^itionai 
characteristics of the view which displaced it, we must worid! 
turn to the consideration of the causes which led to the 
downfall of the one and the rise of the other. Fore- 
most among these undoubtedly was the widening of the 

Greek horizon, effected by the great extension of mari- 
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time enterprise which followed the decay of the Phoeni- 
cian naval supremacy. The scene of the old savage 
stories had, as a rule, been laid just outside the bound- 
aries of the world known to the men who believed them. 
Odysseus does not meet with Circe or the Cyclops or the 
Sirens in the familiar iEgean, but in those western 
regions which lay beyond the ken of the Greeks at the 
time the Odyssey was composed. Now, however, the 
West was beginning to be familiar too, and the fancy of 
the Greek explorers led them to identify the lands which 
they discovered, with the various spots visited by the 
•hero of the national fairy tale. It was soon ascertained 
that the monstrous beings in question were no longer to 
be found there, and the belief grew up that they never 
had been there at all. So, too, the Milesians had settled 
colonies all round the Euxine. The colonists went out 
with ^Apyo) Traav fiiXovora in their minds ; and, at the 
same time as they changed the name of the Inhospitable 
to the Hospitable Sea, they localised the indeterminate 
" far country " of the primitive tale, and made Jason 
fetch the Golden Fleece from Kolchis. Above all, the 
Phokaians had explored the Mediterranean as far as the 
Pillars of Herakles, and the discovery that the " endless 
paths" of the sea they knew had definite boundaries 
must, as Grote has said, have moved men's minds in 
much the same way as did the discovery of America in 
later days. A single example will illustrate the process 
which must have been going on continually. The 
Greeks had an old belief in a certain Atlas, whose name 
means "he that bears up," and whose business it was 
to keep Ouranos and Gaia apart after they had been 
separated by the hatchet or sickle of Kronos. He 
answered, in fact, to the sky-supporting Ru of the Man- 
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gaians.^* The Greek explorers gave the name to a cloud- 
capped mountain in Africa — a fanciful identification 
easily to be matched in the language of sailors in our 
own day ; and, when once this had been done, the old 
myth was doomed. It was impossible to go on for long 
believing in a god who was also a mountain, conveni- 
ently situated for the trader to steer by, as he sailed to 
Tartessos in quest of silver. 

VII. In this connection by far the most important Alleged "ori- 
question, however, is that of the nature and extent ofences. 
the influence exercised by what we call "Oriental" ideas* 
upon the Greek mind. It is a common idea, even now, 
that the Greeks borrowed their philosophy from Egypt 
and Babylon, though the Greek writers are one and all 
quite unconscious of any such debt. Herodotos would 
not have omitted to mention it had he known anything 
of it ; for it would have confirmed his own view as to 
the Egyptian origin of Greek religion and culture. Plato, 
who had a great respect for the Egyptians on other 
grounds, nevertheless implies that they had no gift for 
philosophy at alL^ Aristotle speaks only of the origin of 
mathematics in Egypt, though, if he had ever heard of 
an Egyptian philosophy, it would have suited his pur- 
I)ose better to mention that.^® It was only at a far later 
date, when Greek and Oriental thought were drawing 
together, that Egyptian priests and Alexandrian Jews 
began to vie with one another in discovering the sources 
of Greek philosophy in their own past. Sanchuniathon 
and Mochos or Moschos became the order of the day, 

^* Lang, Myth^ Ritual and Religion, i. 129. 

w Rtp, 485 E. 

»« Mel, A, 1. 981ft, 23. Cf. Zeller, p. 87 (Eng. ti-ans. p. 4G). 
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and even such things as the thoroughly savage myth of 
Isis and Osiris were first allegorically interpreted accord- 
ing to the ideas of the later Greek philosophy, and then 
declared to be the original sources of that philosophy. 
At the Kenaissance, this absurd farrago was revived 
along with everything else, and was made much of by 
the Florentine Academy and the Cambridge Platonists. 
Even Cudworth speaks complacently of the ancient 
"Moschical or Mosaical" philosophy taught by Thales 
and Pythagoras ! Ideas of this sort are always reappear- 
ing, even at the present day ; and it seems that no 
refutation of any particular form of them can guarantee 
us against their reappearance in another. The view that 
certain esoteric doctrines found their way into Greece 
through the mysteries ought to have been disposed of 
once and for all by Lobeck's AglaopJiamus, The fanciful 
theories of Both and Gladisch have been completely 
overthrown by Zeller, and yet we are still asked to 
regard the philosophy of Herakleitos " in the light of the 
idea of the mysteries " and of Egyptian theology. We 
shall have occasion later on ^^ to show how illusory all 
this is ; at present it is desirable to point out once for 
all that not only is there an entire absence of any 
evidence that any Oriental nation with which the Greeks 
ever came in contact had anything which can be called 
philosophy or science till they learnt it from the Greeks, 
but there is even abundance of evidence that the tradi- 
tional view of the world, with all its savage absurdities, 
maintained its ascendency among them long after it had 
practically disappeared from Greece.^^ We are justified, 

>7 Chap. III. § 65. 

** Ed. Meyer's OeachichU des AUerthuma is a good corrective for exag- 
gerated views of Oriental wisdom. 
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then, in laying down that the Greeks did not borrow their 
philosophy from the Orientals, and that for the very good 
reason that the Orientals had no philosophy at all to borrow. 
But it would be quite another thing to say that Greek 
philosophy originated independently of all Oriental influ* . 
ences. That it might not have done so, we will not 
undertake to say; but we can hardly doubt that the 
elementary knowledge of empirical astronomy and men- 
suration which the Greeks appear to have derived from 
Egypt and Babylon did act as a powerful stimulus to 
independent inquiry. It can hardly be an accident that 
philosophy arose among the lonians just when communi- 



cation with these countries was easiest ; and it is signifi- 
cant that the veiy man who was said to have introduced 
mathematics from Egypt into Greece was also the first 
of the cosmologists. Now this debt is freely acknow- 
ledged by the Greeks. They admit that the beginnings 
of their mathematics came from Egypt, and it is there- 
fore important for us to ascertain, if possible, what 
Egyptian mathematics really amounted to. We shall 
see that even here the Greeks were really original. 

VIII. There is a papyrus ^® in the lihind collection at EgyptUn 
the British Museum which affords us an instructive *™* ^ 
glimpse of geometry as it was understood on the banks 
of the Nila It is true that this papyrus was written in 
the reign of one of the Hyksos, and therefore considerably 
before the time of Thales ; so it may, perhaps, be taken 
as an objection to our putting it in evidence, that, for all 



*' I am mainly indebted for the information which foUows to Cantor's 
VorUsungen Uber GeschkJUe der MathematiJct i. 46-63. See also Mr. Gow's 
Shcrt History of Greek Mathematics, §§ 73-80 ; and Friedlein, Beitr, zur 
Gesdi, der Math. \l [1872]. 
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we know, great progress might have been made in the 
interval between Aahmes, the writer of the Bhind 
papyrus, and the visit of Thales to Egypt There is 
also, Iiowever, an inscription on the temple of Horus at 
Edfu, describing certain lands granted to the priests by 
Ptolemy XI., who reigned in the first century b.c. ; and 
this shows conclusively that in Egypt geometry, like 
everything else, had been stereotyped by the priests at 
least as early as, and probably much earlier than, the 
time at which Aahmes wrote. Although the inscription 
was set up two centuries after the publication of Euclid's 
Elements, it still adheres to the old methods of the Bhind 
papyrus. And there is another objection to the use we 
propose to make of that papyrus, which is equally dis- 
posed of by the same document. It is sometimes said 
that the treatise of Aahmes is a mere land-surveyor's 
handbook, and that it presupposes a more scientific 
geometry as its basis. The Boman Agrimoisores, it is 
pointed out, remained very considerably below the level 
of the geometry of their time, and Aahmes may have 
done the same. It might be a sufficient reply to this to 
say that no one can have a right to assume anything of 
the sort in the absence of any positive evidence on the 
subject. But, waiving this, it is probably enough to 
point out that the consecration of the methods of the 
papyrus, to which the inscription of Edf u bears witness, is 
good evidence that these, and these alone, constituted the 
sacred geometry of the Egyptians. Had the priests them- 
selves possessed anything resembling the Greek geometry, 
they would have had no scruple in making use of it. 

Having thus established our right to regard the Bhind 
papyrus as evidence of the state of Egyptian geometry in 
the time of Thales, let us now examine its methods more 
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closely. We see at once from it that such geometry as 
existed in Egypt was studied entirely for practical pur- 
poses. Herodotos, who tells us that it arose from the 
necessity of measuring the lands afresh after the inunda- 
tions,^ is obviously far nearer the truth than Aristotle; 
who says that it grew out of the leisure enjoyed by the 
priestly caste.*^ We may be sure that the essentially 
Greek idea of the noble use gf leisure never dawned 
upon an Egyptian mind. Aahmes looks at his problems 
entirely from the land-surveyor's and the pyramid- 
builder's point of view. He constantly neglects small 
fractions; and, in calculating the area of triangles, he 
always assumes that they have one right angle, even 
when the other data exclude such an assumption alto- 
gether. This is the attitude of the artificer, who only 
requires that an angle should be as nearly a right angle 
as is necessary for the purposes of his art, and not that 
of the geometer who is a seeker after truth. The most 
interesting thing in the papyrus is, however, the collection 
of exercises in the construction of equal angles. It is 
obvious that this is a problem which presents itself in 
the building of pyramids, and the Egyptians hit upon an 
ingenious method of solving it. This consisted in find- 
ing what they called the seqt of the angle, that is, 
the numerical ratio between 

A 

the pircmtcs AB and half the 
uchatebt BC. If we premise that 
1 ell = 7 palms, the following 
example explains itself: — 
Uchatebt (BC)= 360 ells. 
Piremus (AB)= 250 ells. 
. • . seqt = ^SS ells = 5^^ palms. 

» ii. 109. " Met A, 1. 9816, 23-25. 
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In other words, for every ell in half the base, there will 
be 5^^ palms in the side. The practical application is 
obvious. If you have the base of your pyramid marked 
out, and you know the seqf, you have only to measure the 
number of ells in any part of the base BD', to erect a 
wooden post A'D', and, with a rope knotted at intervals 
of 52?5 palms, you can find the point A' in the side of 
the pyramid. This seems to have been the highest point 
reached by Egyptian geometry; and that the Greeks 
learnt as much as this from the Egyptians is rendered 
highly probable by their adoption of the word piremus 
into their language, though in a different sense. It is, 
however, likely that, from a comparatively early period, 
they generalised this rule of thumb into a theory of 
proportional triangles which admitted of an indefinite 
variety of applications in the measurement of inacces- 
sible distances (§ 5). This generalisation suggested in 
due time the idea of geometry as a pure science, the 
type of what our knowledge of the world should be; 
and this view was expressed in the new name ra fiadi]' 
fiuTU, which soon took its place alongside of yeoDficTpia, 
a literal translation from the Egyptian hunu. We owe 
the beginnings of scientific geometry to the Pythagoreans, 
and it happens that we can easily test the progress made 
by them and others during the period we are about to 
study. Thales learnt from the Egyptians all that they 
could teach him, and, at the end of the period, Demo- 
kritos is able to say : " I have listened to many learned 
men, but not one has yet surpassed me in the construction 
of figures out of lines accompanied by demonstration — 
not even the Egyptian ' harpedonapts ' as they call them." ^ 

^ R. P. 145 A. The word apTthtdvrnf is, as Cantor first pointed out, 
a Gi-eek one, and means simply ** cord- fastener." The landscape-gardener 
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IX. The other source from which the lonians derived Babylonian 

astronomy. 

materials for their cosmology is the Babylonian astronomy. 
Here again, however, we note that what they borrowed 
was merely empirical, while all their science was original. 
I take the following statements as to the astronomy of 
the Babylonians from Professor Sayce's Hihbert Lectures,^ 
As be attributes (p. 371) a far greater influence upon 
the development of Greek science to Babylonian cosmo- 
logy than I can allow, he will probably be regarded as an 
impartial witness. Our earliest source of information on 
the subject, he tells us, is the " Observations of Bel," said 
to have been compiled for King Sargon. These observa- 
tions are of the most minute and careful kind, but they 
are utterly devoid of all scientific character. There is 
no theory of the heavens implied in them ; there is 
nothing but a record of events. Nor are these events 
recorded for any scientific purpose. In the words of 
Professor Sayce : " If a war with Elam had followed an 
eclipse of the sun on a particular day, it was assumed 
that a recurrence of the eclipse on the same day would 
be followed by a recurrence of a war with Elam " (p. 398). 
Nay, so ignorant were the Babylonians of the true naturei 
of the recurrences which they had observed, that they 
actually expected the weather to follow a cycle of the 
same kind, and made elaborate records of it accordingly. 
To say, then, that Anaximander, with his magnificent 
hypothesis as to the structure of the heavens, owed his 
astronomy to the observatory at Ur of the Chaldees, is 
clearly absurd. 



laying out a flower-bed is the modem representative of the "harpedonapts," 
and may fairly be credited with as much knowledge of geometry. 

^ See also the same writer's article "Babylonia" in the Encyclopasdia 
Br'Uannica* 
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We may sum up all this by saying that the Greeks 
did not borrow either their philosophy or their science 
from the Oriential peoples. They did, however, get from 
Egypt certain rules of mensuration which, when general- 
ised, gave birth to geometry ; while from Babylonia they 
learnt that the phenomena of the heavens recur in cycles 
with the greatest regularity. This piece of knowledge 
undoubtedly had a great deal to do with the rise of 
science ; for to the Greek it suggested further questions 
such as the Babylonian did not dream of. 

The scientific X. It is necessary to say something as to the scientific 
theeariycTreek worth of the philosophy we are about to study. We 
codmoogy. \^^yQ just seen that the Oriental peoples were, at the 
time of which we write, considerably richer than the 
Greeks in accumulated facts, though these facts had 
certainly not been observed for any scientific purpose, 
and their possession never suggested a revision of the 
primitive view of the world. The Greeks, however, saw 
in them something which could be turned to account, 
and they were never as a people slow to act on the 
maxim, Chacun prend son bien partout oil il le trouve. 
The most striking monument of this spirit which has 
come down to us is the work of Herodotos; and the 
visit of Solon to Croesus which he describes, however 
unhistorical it may be, gives a very lively and faithful 
picture of it. Croesus, in the episode referred to, tells 
Solon that he has heard much of "his wisdom and his 
wanderings," and how, from love of knowledge {<f>i\0' 
ao<f}€a>p), he has travelled over much land for the purpose 
of seeing what was to be seen (OeoDpCtf^ €ip€K€v). The 
words 0ea>pirfy <fii\o<ro(f)i7), and la-roplr) are, in fact, the 
catchwords of the time, though they had, we must 
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remember, a very different meaning from that which they 
were afterwards made to bear at Athens. The idea 
which underlies them all may, perhaps, be best rendered in 
English by the word Curiosity ; and it was just this great 
gift of curiosity, and the desire to see all the wonderful 
things — pyramids, inundations, and so forth — that were 
to be seen, which enabled the Greeks to pick up and 
turn to their own uses such scraps of knowledge as they 
could come by among the barbarians. No sooner did a 
Greek philosopher know half a dozen geometrical pro- 
positions, and the fact tliat the phenomena of the heavens 
recur in cycles, than he set to work to look for law 
everywhere in nature, and, with a splendid audacity, 
almost amounting to vfipt^, to construct u system of the 
universe. We may smile, if we please, at the strange 
medley of childisli fancy and true scientific insight which 
these Titanic efforts display, and sometimes we feel 
disposed to sympathise with the sages of the day who 
warned their more daring contemporaries " to tliink the 
thoughts befitting man's estate" (apOpdtnpa <f>povUiv). 
But we shall do well to remember at the same time that 
even now it is just such hardy anticipations of experience 
that alone make scientific progress possible, and that 
nearly every one of the early inquirers whom we are 
about to study, made some permanent addition to the 
store of positive knowledge, besides opening up new 
views of the world in every direction. Nor would it be 
correct to think of their speculations as having been 
entirely in the air. The nature of our tradition, which 
deals almost entirely with Flacita,^ — "results," as we 
should call them, — tends undoubtedly to create this 
impression; but, for all that, there are not wanting 

^ See Note on Sources, B. 
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traces of careful and minute investigation of nature. 
The most striking instance of this occurs, where perhaps 
we should least expect to find it, in Xenophanes. That 
philosopher was in every way the least strictly scientific 
of them all, and yet we happen to know that he supported 
one of his theories by a careful examination of fossils 
and petrifactions in such widely scattered localities as 
Faros, Malta, and Syracuse (§ 49). Anaximander's map 
(§ 11), however imperfect it may have been, must have 
been a most laborious undertaking, and we can hardly 
suppose that he introduced the gnommi and polos merely 
that the Spartans might know the time. They served 
him, of course, to make those observations which led to 
his discovery of the obliquity of the ecliptic. We shall 
have to insist a good deal on the absence from early 
Greek cosmology of anything like mere dogma. 

The greatest difficulty, however, that stands in the way 
of a fair appreciation of the really scientifia character 
which belongs to the early Greek cosmology is its 
dependence on the geocentric hypothesis, and consequent 
identification of astronomy and meteorology. Strange as 
it may seem to us, these two branches of science could 
not be distinguished so long as the earth was supposed to 
occupy the centre of the Kosmos which extended from it 
to the heavens. And, indeed, the very idea of a Kosmos 
in the Greek sense of the word, or an Ouranos, as it was 
called originally, is foreign to our ways of thinking. 
We have, therefore, no word in English that exactly 
represents the idea. It will be convenient to adopt the 
term World for the purpose ; but then we must bear in 
mind that it does not refer solely, or even chiefly, to the 
earth, but includes everything within the heavens which 
are generally regarded as spherical. The word Universe 
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is far too wide ; it means the All ; and in all the early 
cosmologies, except the Eleatic, there was held to be a 
great deal outside the circle of the heavens, and therefore 
outside the Kosmos. Nay, there were often supposed to 
be innumerable Worlds in the Universe. 

The science of the sixth century B.c. was occtipied 
mainly with those parts of the world that were " aloft " ; 
and these, of course, include, along with the heavenly 
bodies, such things as clouds, rainbows, and lightning. 
It was therefore possible for Xenophanes to identify the 
heavenly bodies with fiery clouds without going beyond 
the limits of scientific probability. 

Now, in judging all this, we must bear in mind that 
science inevitably and rightly began with the most obvious 
hypothesis, and that it was only the thorough working 
out of this that could show its inadequacy. With the 
gradual accumulation of data a more comprehensive 
hypothesis became necessary, no doubt ; but the simpler 
one was quite suflBcient to begin with. We have nothing 
whatever to do with the relation of scientific hypotheses 
to ultimate reality. They never had, nor have they now, 
any direct relation to that at all. They are formulae 
according to which we group the appearances of the 
sensible world, and by means of which we are enabled 
to represent, in a form admitting of calculation, their 
dependence on one another. And that is why science 
does not really accumulate, but is entirely transformed 
by each fresh hypothesis. It is only the data that 
accumulate ; and when we say that a new hypothesis is 
"truer" than that which preceded it, we mean merely 
that it enables us to co-ordinate a larger number of these 
data. Hence, further, the study of the history of science 
can yield only negative results. We cannot adopt for 
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ourselves hypotheses which were only intended to explain 
far more limited data than we now possess. On the 
other Iiand, we may be saved from the error of setting up 
as the ultimate truth of things, fonnulsB which were 
worked out hundreds of years ago, and cannot possibly 
explain anything now, for the simple reason that a vast 
mass of fresh data has since accumulated. And this 
negative result cannot be regarded as useless; for it 
sometimes seems as if much of the metaphysical ground- 
work of modern science were in this very position. The 
hypotheses of such men as Demokritos are even now 
given out as the latest generalisation of empirical science. 

I do not, of course, mean to attack scientific men for 
speaking habitually of the content of their hypotheses as 
if it were the thing in itself. Language is so constructed 
that this is inevitable ; and when they are not writing 
popular philosophy, scientific men know quite well what 
a scientific hypothesis really is. I only claim for the 
early Greek inquirers that we should extend a similar 
indulgence to them. Their data were vastly less, and so 
their hypotheses were far less comprehensive and far less 
available for purposes of calculation. But if they sought for 
formulae which would enable them to co-ordinate the data 
they had, then they were in the true sense scientific men. 

And we ought further to remember with gratitude 
that to the Greeks we owe the conception of an exact 
science which should take in the whole world as its 
object. They fancied — absurdly enough, no doubt — that 
they could work out this science at once. We some- 
time make the same mistake nowadays ; and it can no 
more rob the Greeks of the honour of having been the 
first to see the true, though perhaps unattainable, ideal 
of all science, than it can rob our own scientific men of 
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tbe honour of having brought this ideal nearer to us than 
it was to the Greeks. For it is still knowledge of the 
kind foreseen and attempted by them that we are in 
search of. It would be foolish to say that, but for the 
Greeks, we should have no science at all. History has 
nothing to do with the " might have been." But history 
does teach us that science has never existed except 
among those peoples which the Greeks have influenced. 
Even Indian science came from Hellas in the train of 
Alexander's army ; for any Sanskrit dictionary will show 
that the scientific terminology of the Hindus is Greek in 
its origin. Nor do I believe that such philosophical 
systems as the Ny&ya and the Sankhya would ever have 
arisen apart from Greek influences. Of course the 
mysticism of the Upanishads and of Buddhism were of 
native growth and profoundly modified philosophy. But 
they were religious, and not scientific in their origin. 

XL The attainment of clear views regarding the Early philo- 
earliest Greek philosophy has been appreciably retarded TOptua".** 
by the mistake which Hegel made when he sought for 
the explanation of its development in the dialectical 
evolution of certain concepts — Being, Not-being, Becom- 
ing, and so forth. For all early Greek thought moved 
wholly in the region of what Hegel calls the Vorstellung, 
and was not, therefore, philosophy at all in his sense of 
the word. When an early Greek philosopher speaks of 
TO Sv, he does not mean Being, but Body ; to fiij ov is 
empty Space, and not Not -being. There is always 
before the mind of an Anaximander or a Herakleitos a 
perfectly clear pictorial idea, his system is thoroughly 
anscJiaulich. When, therefore, we seek to understand 
these systems, what we have to do is not to think them 
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by means of rational concepts, but to pictare them in 
our minds by means of images. We do not understand 
the view we are studying till we have done this, and we 
ought even to be able to draw a diagram of it on paper. 

"School!" of XIL There is still one point which requires elucida- 
tion. It will be seen that all through this volume it is 
assumed that regular "schools" of philosophy existed 
from the very beginning. Now it has become almost a 
commonplace to say that this is an anachronism, and 
that the tradition which represents the Ionian and other 
cosmologists as standing one to another in the relation 
of master and scholar, is a mere invention of later times. 
This idea seems to be derived from Bacon, who more 
than once commends the older philosophers for not 
having formed schools as Plato and Aristotle did. It is 
diflBcult, however, to imagine where he can have found 
anything to justify this contrast. All the tradition is 
against it, and the whole theory rests upon a mistaken 
idea of the way in which early civilisation really 
develops. Diels has brought this point out very 
clearly.^ In almost every department of life, he ob- 
serves, the corporation at first is everything and the 
individual nothing. Greek medicine originated with the 
guild of the Asklepiads, epic poetry was developed by the 
Homeridai, the craft of sculpture was at fii'st the secret 
of the Daidalids. Surely, then, we should expect to find 
that science too, in those early days, owed its advance- 
ment rather to the joint efforts of bodies of men than to 
the solitary researches of a gifted individual here and 
there. Further, it is practically certain that the later 
schools of Greek philosophy were organised as quasi- 

* See H. Diels, Ueher die dttesten PhUowphenwhulen dtr OriteJien, in 
Philosophische A u/satzt Eduard Zeller gewidniet, Leipz. 1887, pp. 239-260. 
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religious societies (Oidaoi), the members of which led to 
a certain extent a common life.^ Xenophon represents 
even the companions of Sokrates as sharing a common 
table.^ Is it likely that associations of this kind grew 
up at the end of the fifth century B.c. ? Lastly, we have 
one admitted instance of a philosophic guild, that of 
the Pythagoreans. And it will be found that the hypo- 
thesis, if it is to be called by that name, of a regular 
organisation of scientific activity will alone explain all 
the facts. The development of doctrine in the hands of 
Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes, for instance, can 
only be understood as the elaboration of a single idea 
in a school with a continuous tradition. There is no 
need, then, to set aside the unanimous voice of antiquity 
on this subject. We have the authority of Plato for 
speaking of the " Elfiatic band," — ^an expression hardly 
applicable to the two or three men whose names have 
come down to us, — and he also speaks of " the men of 
Ephesos," the Hejakleit^ans, as if they formed a strong 
body in his own day.^ The traditional statements as to 
the relations of mastership and discipleship between 
early philosophers go back to no less an authority 
than Theophrastos, and we shall therefore assume fear- 
lessly with Diels, that, besides the head of the school for 
the time being, there was always a circle of scholars who 
took part in the researches of the master, and kept up 
the traditions of the society. Of course we cannot 
strictly prove it at the present stage of our inquiry, but 
every chapter of this volume will furnish fresh evidence 
of this unduly neglected truth. 



^ Cf. Usener's paper ou the Organisation of the Academy and the Peri- 
patos, in Prtuss. Jahrbb, liii. p. 1 sqq. ; and v. Wilamowitz-Mollendorfs 
Antigonos van Karyatos, p. 263 sqq, 

^ Mem. ui. 14. 1. » Soph. 242 D ; Theail. 179 E. 
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THE MILESIAN SCHOOL. 



Miletoi and 1. IT was at Miletos that the earliest school of scientific 

Lydia. 

cosmology had its home. At the time it arose, the 
Milesians were in an exceptionally favourable position 
for literary and scientific as well as for commercial pur- 
suits. They had, indeed, come into conflict more than 
once with the neighbouring Lydians, whose rulers were 
now bent upon extending their dominion to the coast ; 
but, towards the end of the seventh century B.C., Thrasy- 
boulos, tyrant of Miletos, had succeeded in making terms 
with King Aiyattes, and an alliance was concluded 
between them, which not only saved Miletos for the 
present from a disaster like that which befell Smyrna, 
but also secured it against molestation for the future. 
Even half a century later, when Cnesus, resuming his 
father's forward policy, made war upon and conquered 
Ephesos, Miletos was still able to maintain the old 
treaty - relation ; and never, strictly speaking, became 
subject to the Lydians at all.^ We can hardly doubt 
that the sense of security which this exceptional position 
must have fostered had something to do with the rise of 
scientific inquiry. Material prosperity is necessary as a 
foundation for the highest intellectual effort ; and, at this 

* On the history of Miletos during this period, see Grote, chap, xvii, ; 

Holm, chap, xxiii. ; Meyer, Oewh, dfn Alter thumtt^ § 487 sqq. 
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time, Miletos was in possession of all the refinements of 
life to a degree unknown in continental Hellas. 

Nor was it only in this negative way that the Lydian 
connexion may have favoured the growth of science at 
Miletos. What would at a later date have been called 
Hellenism was, it would seem, traditional with the 
dynasty of the Mermnadai. There may well be some 
truth in the statement of Herodotos, that all the " soph- 
ists " of the time flocked to the court of Sardeis.^ The 
tradition which represents Croesus as what we should call 
the "patron" of Greek wisdom, was fully developed in 
the fifth century B.c. ; and, however unhistorical its 
details may be, it must clearly have some sort of founda- 
tion in fact. Particularly noteworthy is " the common 
tale among the Greeks," that Thales accompanied Croesus 
on his luckless campaign against Pteria, apparently in 
the capacity of military engineer. Herodotos, indeed, no 
doubt quite correctly, disbelieves the story that he 
diverted the course of the Halys.^ But he does not 
attack it on the ground of any antecedent improbability ; 
and it is quite clear that those who reported it found no 

' Herocl. i. 29. Some other points may be noted in coufirniation of 
what has been said as to the "Hellenism" of the Mermnadai. Alyattes 
ha<l two wives, one of whom, the mother of Crcesus, was a Karian ; the 
other was an Ionian, and by her he had a son called by the Greek name 
Pantaleon {ib. 92). The offerings of Gyges were pointed out in the 
treasury of Kypselos at Delphoi {ib. 14), and those of Alyattes were one 
of the "sights" of the place (i6. 25). Croesus also showed great liber- 
ality to Delphoi {tb, 50), and to many other Greek shrines {ib. 92). He 
gave most of the pillars for the great temple at Ephesos. The stories of 
Miltiades (vi. 37) and Alkmeon {ib, 125) should also be mentioned in this 
connexion. 

' Herod, i. 75. He disbelieves it because he had heard, probably from 
the Greeks of Sinope, of the great antiquity of the bridge on the royal 
road between Ankyra and Pteria, Bamsay, Asia Minor, p. 29. Xan- 
thos recorded a tradition that it was Thales who indnce<l Cixesus to 
ascend his pyre when he knew a shower was coming (fr. 19). 
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difficulty in accepting the relation which it presupposes 
between the philosopher and the king. Nor are other 
indications wanting that, during this period, the Lydians 
assimilated Greek culture to a remarkable degree. In 
the next century, Xanthos, a native of Sardeis, wrote a 
history of his own country in the Greek tongue ; while, 
even before Thales, Alkman had introduced Lydian music 
into Hellas by setting it to Greek words. From such 
facts as these we conclude that it is quite possible the 
Lydian monarchs really did do something to stimulate 
the new ardour of scientific inquiry among their Hellenic 
dependants. 

It should be added to all this that the Lydian alliance 
would greatly facilitate intercourse with Babylon and 
Egypt With both these countries Croesus was on 
friendly terms ; and in them were to be found, as we 
have seen, the empirical data on which a scientific know- 
ledge of the world might be based. It is noteworthy, 
too, that Amasis of Egypt had the same Hellenic sym- 
pathies as Croesus, and that the Milesians possessed a 
temple of their own at Naukratis.* 



L THALES. 

Thales a 2. There can be no doubt that the founder of the 
Milesian School, and therefore the first of the cosmo- 
logists, was Thales.^ But all that we can really be said 

* Milesians at Naukratis, Herod, ii. 178, where Amasis is said to have 
been f ixixxur. He subscribed to the rebuilding of the temple at Delphoi 
after the great fire {ib, 180). 

^ Simplicius, indeed, quotes from Theophrastos the statement thbt 
Tliales had many predecessors {Dox. p. 476, 11). This, however, need 
not trouble us ; for the scholiast on Apollonios Rhoilios (ii. 1248) tells us 
that Theophrastos made Prometheus the first philosopher. In other 
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to know about his life comes from Herodotos ; and even 
his statements must be received with great caution, for 
the romance which gathered round the names of the 
Seven Wise Men was already pretty fully developed 
when he wrote. He tells us, in the first place, that 
Thales was of Phoenician descent. Some ancient writers 
interpreted this to mean that he came of a " Kadmeian " 
stock which had emigrated in early days from Boiotia ; 
others declared that he was himself a Phoenician by 
birth.* The name of his father, Examyes, which looks as 
if it were Karian, suggests, however, a more probable 
explanation. We know that the Greeks did not always 
distinguish very dearly between Karians and Phoenicians. 
It is even possible that the Kadmeian settlers may have 
tried to legitimise their position in Karia by making use 
of the idea that Phoenicians and Karians were much the 
same thing, and that, in occupying the Karian towns, 
tliey were only resuming possession of their old homea 
If we consider, further, that Thales was supposed to have 
introduced certain rules of navigation from Phoenicia,^ we 
shall see how naturally the statement reported by Hero- 
dotos would come to be made. At any rate, the Karian 
name borne by the father of Thales lends no support to 
the view that he was a Semite ; for the Karians were an 
Aryan people who had been almost completely assimi- 
lated by the Milesians. We find upon the monuments 
Karian and Greek names alternating in the same families ; 
and there is therefore no reason to suppose that Thales 

words, he prefaced his Opinions by a rationalistic explanation of certain 
cultnre-myths. 

• Herod, i. 170 (R. P. 8c) ; D. L. i. 22 (R. P. 8 B). 

^ KaUimachos, ap. D. L. 1. 22. Thales is alluded to as a practical 
inventor in Plato, Bep, x. 600 A, no doubt because of his improvements 
in navigation. 

3 
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vfSLS anything else than an ordinary Milesian citizen, 
though perhaps with Earian blood in his veins.^ 
The eclipse 3. By far the most remarkable statement that Hero- 

foretold by 

Thaies. dotos makes about Thales is that he foretold the eclipse 
I of the sun, which put an end to the war between the 
Lydians and the Medes.^ Now, we have every reason to 
believe that he was quite ignorant of the true cause of 
eclipses. Anaximander and his immediate successors 
certainly were so,^^ and it is surely incredible that the 
right explanation should once have been given and then 
forgotten so soon. £ven supposing, however, that Thales 
had known the cause of eclipses, no one can believe that 
such scraps of elementary geometry as he may have 
picked up in Egypt would ever have enabled him to 
calculate one from the elements of the moon's path ; it 
is not surprising, then, that many scholars should simply 
have disbelieved the story altogether.^^ And yet the 
evidence is far too strong to be rejected offhand. The 

^ See Diels, Thales ein Semite^ {Arch. ii. 165 sqq.), and Immisch, Zu 
Thales Ablcunft {ib. 515). The variant *El*/Au§»k§u for *E^«/ftMv led 
Schuster {Act, Soc, PhiL Lips, iv. 328 sqq.) to suppose that the father 
of Thales >va8 really called Samuel » and was therefore a Semite. The 
reading in question, however, arises merely from a corruption, of which 
Dicls has skilfully explained the origin. The name Examyes occurs also 
in Kolophon (Hermesianax, Ltontion^ fr. 2, S8 Bgk.), and may be com- 
I>ared with other Earian names such as Cheramyes and Panamyes. For 
proof that Karian was an Aryan language, see Meyer in Btzz, BtUr, 
X. 147 ; and, for the confusion of Karians and Phoenicians, Athen., 
DHpn, p. 174, where we are told that Karia was called Phoinike by 
Koriima and Bakchylides. 

• Herod, i. 74. 

^^ For the theories held by Anaximander and Herakleitos, see B. P. 
14 C, and §§ 18, 58. 

^^ So especially Martin {RH), Arch. ix. p. 170 sqq.), who holds that 
what Thales really did was to discover the tnie cause of solar eclipses. 
This is most improbable (see last note), and the statement of Aetios to 
that effect (ii. 24. 1) is at best a conjecture like Martin's own. The 
objections of Martin do not apply to the view given in the text, which is 
that of Tannery {Science hdUntf p. 55 sqq. ). 
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testimony of Herodotoa to an event which must have 
happened about a hundred years before his own birth 
may, no doubt, be deemed insufiBcient ; but that of Xeno- 
phanes, authenticated by Herakleitos and Demokritos, is 
a very different matter, and this is what we have really 
to deal with.^' Xenophanes was, in all probability, a 
disciple of Anaximander, and he may quite well have 
seen and spoken with Thales. In any case, he must 
have known scores of people who were able to remember 
what happened, and he had no conceivable interest in 
misrepresenting it. The prediction of the eclipse, then, 
is better attested than any other fact about Thales what* 
soever, and the evidence for it is about as strong as for 
anything that happened in the early part of the sixth 
century B.c. 

Now it is not impossible to predict eclipses without 
knowing their true cause. It seems, indeed, that the 
Babylonians actually did so, and this fact is suggestive 
enough. Moreover, as it happens, we know something of 
their method of calculation. On the basis of their astro- 
nomical observations, they had made out a cycle of 223 
lunar months, commonly (though, it seems, erroneously) 
called the Saros, within which eclipses of the sun and 
moon recurred at equal intervals of tirae.^* It is true 
that this would not have enabled them to predict eclipses 

^^ D. L. i. 23 : %»ku Tt ««r« nvaf ^fmrts a^rfXtyn^m »m nXjaxmg i»ktiy^Uf 
•/•» «VT«f »«M Mtf^»fn§ »»t 'Hfi'i§T»§ iavfMiT^Ut itMfrufii )' alrm Koi *H^««Xur«f 

" The first to caU attention to the Chaldeean cycle in tbis connexion 
Beems to have been the Rev. Qeorge Costard, Fellow of Wadham College. 
See his Disj^ertcUion on the Use of Astronomy in History (London 1764), 
p. 17. According to Assyriologists, the Sar was really a period of 3600 
years (Sayce, «.t;. '* Babylonia," in Encycl. Brit.) ; still, even if there has 
been some mistake about the name, there can be no doubt that the cycle 
in question was known at Babylon. 
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of the sun for a given spot on the earth's surface ; for 
these phenomena are not visible at all places where the 
sun is above the horizon at the time. We do not occupy 
a position at the centre of the earth, and what astro- 
nomers call the geocentric parallax has to be taken into 
account. It would only, therefore, be possible to tell by 
means of the cycle that an eclipse of the sun would be 
visible somewhere, and that it might be worth while to 
look out for it. Now, it we may judge from a report by 
a Chaldeean astronomer which has been preserved, this 
was just the position of the Babylonians.^* They watched 
for eclipses at the proper dates; and, if they did not 
occur, they announced the fact as a good omen. To 
explain what we are told about Thales no more than this 
is required. He simply said there would be an eclipse ; 
and, as good luck would have it, it was visible in Asia 
Minor, and on a striking occasion. 
Date of 4. The prediction of the eclipse does not, then, throw 
much light upon the scientific attainments of Thales ; 
but, if we can fix its date, it will give us a point from 
which to start in trying to determine the time at which 
he lived. Modern astronomers have calculated that there 
were two eclipses of the sun visible in Asia Minor about 

^^ See George Smith, Assyrian Discoveries [1875], p. 409. The inscrip- 
tion which follows was found at Kouyunjik : — 

''To the king my lord, thy servant Abil-Istar. 

" Ck)ncerning the eclipse of the moon of which the king my lord sent to 
me ; in the cities of Akkad, Borsipiut, and Nipur, observations they made, 
and then in the city of Akkad we saw part. . . . The observation was 
made, and the eclipse took place. 

• •••..... 

"And when for the eclipse of the sun we made an observation, the 
observation was made and it did not take place. That which I saw with 
my eyes to the king my lord I send." 
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the time required; one in 610, the other in 585 B.c.^^ 
Now several ancient chrouologists actually give 585 B.o. 
as the date of the eclipse/^ and this is too striking 
a coincidence to be lightly set aside. The only real 
objection is that, according to the figures given by 
Herodotos, Astyages would have been king of the Medes 
in that year, whereas we are told expressly that the 
battle was between Alyattes and Cyaxares. Assyrio- 
logists, however, assure us that the Median chronology 
of Herodotos is falsified by the mistaken idea that 
Cyrus became king of the Medes in the same year as 
he became king of the Persians. He did not really 
succeed in dethroning Astyages till 550 B.C., eight years 
later ; and, accordingly, we must put all the dates based 
on the era of Cyrus' accession eight years forward. 
The result of this correction is that we save our date 
by a year. Astyages did not ascend the throne till 

584 B.a, and Cyaxares would still be king of the Medes 
in the year of the battle.^^ We may take it, then, that 
the eclipse foretold really was that of May 28th (O.S.), 

585 B.c.,^8 and we may infer that the scientific activity 
of Thales dates back at least to that year. 

It is interesting, as a confirmation of the date thus 
fixed, to observe that» according to Demetrios Phalereus, 
Thales " received the title of sage " — he seems to regard 
it as a sort of honorary degree — in the archonship of 



" Airy in P?Ul, Trans, cxiiii. p. 179 aqq. 

" Eudemos gave the date roughly as 01. L. Pliny, however {HvU, 
Nat. ii. 12. 63), gives 01. XLVIII. 4 (685 B.C.) ; and thU agrees with 
Jerome's Abr, 1432. 

^ Meyer, Otach. dea Altfsrth. |§ 413 and 461. This disposes of Tannery's 
objection to the date 685 b.c. 

^ Or, according to the Gregorian calendar. May 22nd. See the note in 
Ueberweg, p. 33 (Eng. trans.). 



38 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 



Damasias; and that, according to the Marmor Parium, 
is just the year 585 b.g.™ It has also been proved by 
Diels that ApoUodoros fixed the " floruit " of Thales in 
the very same year.^ It seems to me that all these 
coincidences can only be explained on the supposition 
that some trustworthy authority — say Hekataios — 
actually recorded that the eclipse occurred during the 
otherwise memorable archonship of Damasias. 
Thaiei as a ^ ^ 5. The introduction of Egyptian geometry into Hellas 

mathema- 
tician, is universally ascribed to Thales. That he did actually 

visit Egypt is probable, for he had a theory of the 

inundations of the Nile. In a well-known passage 

Herodotos gives three explanations of the fact that this 

alone of all rivers rises in summer and falls in winter.^^ 

As his custom is in such cases, he does not name the 

'* Demetrios Phalerens, ap. D. L. i. 22 (R. P. 8 B). For the date of 
Damasias, see Diels, Ueber die Beriiner Fragnunte der *A4n9mmf n«XirtMi, 
p. 11, n. 2. It does not seem to me that the Politeia itself points to 
another date, as Mr. Kenyon thinks. On the contrary, as I read the 
passage (p. 33, K), the date fixed by Dopp {Qneestionea dt Marm. Par, 
p. 69) is directly oonfirmed by it. Hie years of *' Anarchia " are 590 and 
586 B.O., and the archonship of Damasias follows immediately after the 
second of these. 

^ According to onr text of D. L. i. 37 (R. P. 8 A), Thales was bom 
in 01. XXXV. (640-637 B.G.), and died, seventy - eight years old, in 
01. LVIII. (548-545 B.C.). These figares cannot, of coarse, be reconciled 
with each other, and wc most assume a mistake somewhere. Diels has 
withdrawn the explanation which he gave in the RheimUches Mu^eum^ 
xxxi. 15 (R. P. 8a). He now holds that the year of the Jionut has 
been confused with that of the birth of Thales, and, further, that the 
archon Damasias of 639 b.c. has been confused with his namesake of 
585 B.O. We may assume that ApoUodoros made Thales die in 547 b.o., 
the year before the ''ruin of Ionia" which he foresaw, and that he fixeil 
his^orttit in 585 B.O., the year of the eclipse. The regular assumption 
of Alexandrian chronology is that the ^»/aii falls in the fortieth year, so 
Thales would be bom in 625 b.c. Now 625 to 547 gives just the seventy- 
eight years required. Sosikrates, on the other hand (ap. D. L. I.c.), 
counting from 01. XXXV. (the date of Damasias I.) to 01. LVIII., said, 
in round numbers, that he died at the age of ninety. 

« Herod, ii. 20. 
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authors of those explanations ; but the first of them, that 
which attributes the floods to the Etesian winds, is 
ascribed to Thales in the Placita^ and also by many later 
writers. Diels has shown that all those statements are 
derived from a treatise, On the Rise of the Nile, attributed 
to Aristotle and known to the Greek commentators, but 
now extant only in a Latin epitome of the thirteenth 
century.** In this work the names of the authors of tlie 
three theories mentioned by Herodotos were given, the 
first being ascribed to Thales, the second to Euthymenes 
of Massalia, and the third to Anaxagoras. Where did 
Aristotle, or whoever wrote the book, get these names ? 
We think naturally once more of Hekataios, whom 
Herodotos so often reproduces without men.tioning his 
name; and this conjecture is much strengthened when 
we find that Hekataios actually mentioned the otherwise 
obscure Euthymenes.** We may perhaps conclude, then, 
thdt Thales really was in Egypt ; and that Hekataios, in 
describing the Nile, took account, as wjts only natural, of 
his distinguished fellow-citizen's views. 

It would lead us too far afield to discuss here the 
nature and extent of the mathematical knowledge 
brought back by Thales from Egypt, but it seems 
desirable to point out that most writers who have 
treated the subject have seriously misunderstood the 
character of the tradition.*^ , In his commentary on the 
First Book of Euclid, Froclus enumerates, on the author- 



" Aet iv. 1. 1 (Dox. p. 884). 

^ Dox. pp. 226-229. The Latin epitome will be found in Yal. Bose'a 
edition of the Aristotelian Fragmenta. 

^ Hekataios, fr. 278 (Muller, F. H. O. vol. i. p. 19). 

^ See Cantor, VorUtutigen ueber GeschichU dcr MatJiemcUik, i. p. 
112 sqq.; and Allnian, Oreek Geometry from Tltaks to Eudid^ in 
HerTnalhenaf iii. pp. 164-174, 
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ity of Eudemos,'^ certain propositions which he says 
were known to Thales. One of the theorems with which 
he credits him is that a triangle is determined by a side 
and two angles. This he must have known, says Proclus 
(or rather Eudemos), as otherwise he could not have 
measured the distances of ships at sea from a watch- 
tower. Here we see how all these statements arose. 
Certain remarkable feats in the way of measurement were 
traditionally ascribed to Thales,^^ and it was assumed 
that he must have known all the propositions which 
these imply. But this is quite an illusory method of 
inference. What Thales brought from Egypt was 
mensuration and not mathematics; nor have we any 
ground for supposing that he knew any more about the 
rationale of the rules he followed than did the author of 
the Ehind papyrus. Perhaps, indeed, he gave those rules 
a wider application than the Egyptians had done. Still, 
]nathematics, properly so called, did not come into exist- 
ence at all till some time after Tliales. 

L 

Thales as a 6. Thales appears once more in the pages of Herodotos 

politioian. 

some time before the fall of the Lydian empire. He is 
said to have urged the Ionian Greeks to unite in a federal 
state with its capital at Teos.^ We shall have occasion 
to notice more than once in the sequel that the early 
schools of philosophy were in the habit of trying to in- 
fluence the course of political events ; and there are many 

^ Eudemos wrote the first histories of astrononiy and mathematics, just 
as Theophrastos wrote the first history of philosophy ; but he could have 
no trustworthy inforrnation as to the earliest period, for no mathematical 
writings belonging to it had been preserved. 

^ Measurement of the height of pyramids by the length of their shadow, 
Pliny, H, N, xxxvi. 12. 82 ; and Plutarch, Sept, Sap. Canv, 147 A. 
Thales is said to have tavghl this to the Egyptians. Distance of ships at 
sea, Proclus, in EucL, ed. Friedleiu, p. 64. 

« Herod, i. 170 (R. P. 8c). 
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things, for instance the part played by Hekataios in the 
Ionian revolt, which point to the conclusion that the 
scientific men of Miletos took up a very decided position 
in the stirring times which followed the death of Thales. 
It is this political action which has gained the founder 
of the Milesian School his undisputed place among the 
Seven Wise Men ; and it is owing mainly to his position 
as one of those worthies that the numerous apocryphal 
anecdotes which were told of him in later days attached 
themselves to his name.^ 

7. If Thales ever wrote anything, it soon was lost, and Uncertain 

character of 

the works which were written in his name did not, as a the tradition, 
rule, deceive even the ancients.^ Aristotle professes to 
know something about the views of Thales ; but he does 
not pretend to know the way they were arrived at, nor 
the arguments by which they were supported. He does, 
indeed, make certain suggestions, which are repeated by 
the doxographers as statements of fact ; but he himself 
simply gives them for what they are worth *^ There is 
another difficulty in connexion witli the doxographical 
tradition. Many a precise looking statement in the 
Placita has no other foundation than the habit of 
ascribing any doctrine which was, roughly speaking, 
characteristic of the whole Ionic *' Succession" to "Thales 
and his followers," and so producing the appearance of a 
definite statement about Thales. But, in spite of all 
this, we need not doubt that Aristotle was correctly 
informed with regard to the leading points at least in 
the cosmology of Thales. We have seen traces of 

» The story of Thales falling into a well (Plato, Theait, 174 A) is 
nothing but a fable teaching the uselessness of r«^m ; the anecdote about 
the ''comer" in oil (Arist. Pd, A. 11) was doubtless iuTCuted in opposi- 
tion to it. 

» See R. P. Srf. « R. P. t6. 
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reference to him in Hekataios, and nothing can be more 
likely than that later writers of the school should have 
quoted the views of its founder. We may venture, 
therefore, upon a conjectural restoration of the cosmology 
of Thales. In this we shall be guided by what we know 
for certain of the subsequent development of the Milesian 
School; for we should naturally expect to find its 
characteristic doctrines at least foreshadowed in the 
teaching of its earliest representative. But all this must 
be taken for just what it is worth ; speaking strictly, we 
do not know anything about the views of Thales at all. 
Conjectumi 8. The Statements of Aristotle with regard to the 

account of the 

cosmology of cosmology of Thales may be reduced to three — 

(1.) The earth floats on the water.^ 
(2.) Water is the material cause ^ of all things. 
(3.) All things are full of gods ; and the magnet is alive, for 
it has the power of moving iron.^ 

The first of these three statements has often been 
brought into connexion with the Egyptian and Baby- 
lonian cosmogonies.^ Tanneiy will not allow that Thales 
did any more than introduce from Egypt the view that 
the earth floats upon the waters, that our world is a sort 

».Z>e Caio, B, 13. 294a, 28 (R. P. 9 B). Later writers added that 
Thales gave this as an explanation uf earthquakr-s. Cf. Aetios, iii. 15. 1 ; 
and Seneca, Q. N. iiu 13. This is probably the conjecture of some 
" Homeric allegori^t," who wished to explain the epithets Ufytymt and 
lfri%4mf. Cf. Diels, Dox, p. 225. 

'^Mtt. A, 3. 9836, 20 (R. P. 9 A). I havo said ''material cause,** 
because Aristotle has riis rtavrnt itfx,nf (9836, 19), and that means 
rnr U ixnt fSlu Jifxnt (ib, 7). 

" De An. A, 5. 411a, 7 (R. P. 10 A) ; ib. 2. 405a, 19 (R. P. 10a). 
D. L. i. 24 (R. P. »6.) adds amber. It is tantalising that Aristotle does 
not name the author of the *' notes " to which he refers. 

* For the oldest Egyptian cosmology, see Masp^ro, Histoire Ancienne, 
pp. 27-30 ; and for the Babylonian Baau^ Sayce, Encyd. Brit, {loc, cU. ) 
and Oenesis, i, 2. 
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of bubble in the primeval liquid mass, and that the 
heavenly bodies sail across the upper surface of that 
bubble, the watery firmament, in boats. It would, indeed, 
be rash to say that Thales was wholly uninfluenced by 
ideas of this kind« But the Milesian School was, as we 
shall see more and more, a society with a continuous 
tradition ; Thales was its acknowledged founder, and he 
could not have been so in any true sense if he had not 
gone a step farther than this. We must also take into 
account the second of the three statements given above. 
It is expressed in Aristotelian terminology, but it would 
undoubtedly mean that Thales had said water was the 
fundamental or primary matter, of which all other sub- 
stances were mere transient forms. It was, we know, 
just such a primary substance that the Milesian School, 
as a whole, was seeking, and it is unlikely that the 
earliest answer to the great question of the day should 
haye been the comparatively subtle one given by Anaxi- 
mander. We are, perhaps, justified in holding that the 
greatness of Thales consisted just in this, that he was 
the first to ask, not what ivas the original form of matter, 
but what is the primary form of matter now ; or, more 
simply still, "What is the world made of?" The 
answer he gave to this question was : tvater. ^ 

9. Aristotle and Theophrastos, followed by Simplicius Water, 
and the doxographers, suggest several explanations of this 
answer. By Aristotle these explanations are given as 
avowedly conjectural; but, as was pointed out above, 
they are repeated by later writers as if they were quite 
certain.^ The most probable view of them seems to me 

* Met, A, 3. 9836, 22 ; Aet. i. 3. 1 ; Simpl. Phys. 36 D (R. P. 9 
A. C. e). The last of the reasons given by Aristotle, namely, that Thales 
was influenced by early cosmogonical views as to Okeanos and Tethys, 
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to be that Aristotle simply ascribes to Thales the argQ- 
meats used 3t a later date by Hippon of Samos in support 
of a similar thesis.^^ This would account for their 
physiological character. The rise of scientific medicine 
had made biological arguments very popular in the fifth 
century; but, in the days of Thales, the prevailing 
interest was not physiological, but what we should call 
meteorological, and we must therefore try to understand 
the theory from this point of view. 

Nor is it very hard to see how considerations of a 
purely meteorological kind may have led Thales to adopt 
the view he did. Of all the things we know, water 
seems to take the most various shapes. It is familiar to 
us in a solid, a liquid, and a vaporous form, and so 
Thales may well have thought that he saw the world- 
process from water and back to water again going on 
before his very eyes. The phenomenon of evaporation 
naturally suggests everywhere that the fire of the heavenly 
bodies is kept up by the moisture which they draw from 
the sea. Even at the present day, the country people 
speak of th& appearance of sunbeams as '' the sun draw- 
ing water." Water comes down again in the rain ; but 

stands on a different footing from the rest. It is given merely as the 
view of ''some," and this makes it all the more strange that Brandia 
{Oesch. d. Or. RGm, Phil i. p. Ill) should have regarded it as the 
genuine tradition. It is not so strange that most manuals of philo- 
sophical history repeat this as if it were quite certain. Who are the 
" some " to whom Aristotle refers ? Krische (ForscK 36, n, 1) suggested 
that some of the " Sophists " were intended ; hut surely it is more natural 
to suppose that Aristotle is simply quoting Plato, who makes this point 
in Theait, 181 B, and Krat. 402 B. It is true that he is speaking 
primarily of Herakleitos in those places, but he is also thinking of 
the older doctrines from which Herakleiteanism was developed. Now 
these references in Plato are plainly ironical and playful, so the whole 
theory falls to the ground. 

^ Of. De An. A, 2. 4056, 2 (R. P. 173 B), with the passages referred U^ 
in the last note. 
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only, sa the early cosmologists thought, to pass in turn 
into earth. This view seems strange to us, but it may 
have seemed natural enough to men who were familiar 
with the river of Egypt which had formed the Delta, and 
with the torrents of Asia Minor which bring down 
unusually large alluvial deposits At the present day 
the Gulf of Latmos, on which Miletos used to stand, is 
completely filled up. Lastly, they thought, earth turns 
once more to water,-^an idea derived from the observa- 
tion of dew, night - mists, and subterranean springs. For 
these last were not in early times supposed to have any- 
thing at all to do with the rain. The " waters under the 
earth" were regarded as an entirely independent source 
of moisture.^ 

10. We come now to the third of the Aristotelian state- AnimiBm or 
ments quoted above. We shall see that the successors 
of Thales attributed a " plastic life " of its own to matter, 
and were, in the sense explained in the Introduction, 
" hylozoists." If we may judge from such scanty indica- 
tions as we have, Thales had not yet reached this stage. 
The saying that " all things are full of gods," which 
Aristotle cites as evidence, is a mere apophthegm of the 
common type, and proves nothing ; while the statement 
that the magnet and amber are alive, implies, if any- 
thing, that other things are not*® Of one thing, at any 
rate, we may be sure, namely, that Cicero is making a 
mere mistake when he says that Thales believed in a 

^ See Chap. IX. § 146. The view here taken inost resembles that of the 
"Homeric allegorist" Herakleitos (R. P. 9f). That, however, is a mere 
conjecture too, probably of Stoic, as the others are of Peripatetic, 
origin. 

* Battmker, Das Problem dtr Materie, p. 10, n. 1. With the apophthegm 
ascribed to Thales in De An. A, 5. 411a, 7, compare that attributed to 
Herakleitos in Part. An. A, 5. 645a, 17. 
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divine mind which fashioned all things out of water ; ^ 
Aristotle tells us quite distinctly that none of the earliest 
cosmologists distinguished the material from the efficient 
cause>^ He also believed, however, that Thales taught 
the world hod a soul, though he is very careful to mark 
this as merely his own conjecture.^ Actios then states 
that Thales did, as a matter of fact, teach this doctrine ; 
and he gives it in the stoical phraseology which he 
found, no doubt, in his immediate source, the Vetusta 
Placita.^ To the same source is douhtless due the 
identification of the " world-intellect " with god. This is 
simply the Stoic doctrine, and has nothing to do with 
Thales. Now Cicero follows closely the author of the 
Epicurean treatise on religion found at Herculaneum, or, 
at any rate, the immediate source of that work. This in 
turn went back to a Stoic epitome of Theophrastos, 
which no doubt " accommodated " the view ascribed to 
Thales by him just as the Vettista PlacUa did. Cicero 
goes a step farther. He eliminates the Stoic pantheism, 
and turns the immanent world-intellect into a Platonic 
demiourgos. We have here an excellent instance of the 
way in which the Theophrastean tradition gradually 
degenerated. In this case, nothing is left of it by the 
time it reaches Cicero.** 

^ N. D. i. 25 (R. P. 10c). Dr. Reid proposes to remove the inaccuracy 
by reading deum autem earn {et) menUm, etc. But Minuciua Felix 
{Octav, 19) already had the reading of our MSS. (See Mayor on Cic. 
N. D. loe, ctt.) 

« Mtt. A, 3. 984a, 17 sqq. 

♦» De An, lot, cU. (R. P. 10 A). 

« Aet. i. 7. 11 = Stob. Ekl, L 56 (R. P. 10 B). 

^ On all this, see Note on SourceSf B, §§ 11, 12 ; Krische, Forachungen, 
p. 34 sqc^. ; Diels, Dox. pp. 125, 128. The Herculanean papyrus is 
unfortanately defective here ; but we know enough pf Philodemos' rela- 
tion to older sources to be pretty sure of what he must have said. It is 
not likely that he had anticipated Cicero's mistake. 
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II. ANAXIMANDEll. 

11. The next name that has come down to us is that lifeof Anaxi* 

mander. 

of Anaximander, son of Praxiades. He, too, was a 
citizen of Miletos, and Theophrastos described him as , 
an "associate" of Thales.** We have seen how that 
expression is to be understood (§ XII.). 

According to ApoUodoros, Anaximander was sixty-four 
years old in 01. LYIII. 2 (546 b.g.) ; and this is 
confirmed by Hippolytos, who says that he was bom in 
OL XLII. 3 (610 B.C.).*® We seem to have here some- 
thing more than a mere combination of the ordinary 
type; for, according to all the rules of Alexandrian 
chronology, Anaximander should have "flourished" in 
565 B.C., that is, just half-way between Thales and 
Anaximenes, and this would make him sixty, not sixty- 
four, in 546. Now Apollodoros appears to have stated 
expressly that he had met with the work of Anaximander ; 
and his reason for mentioning this must have been that 
he found there some chronological indication which 
enabled him to fix its date without having recourse to 
conjecture. Diels suggests that Anaximader may have 
given his age at the time of writing as sixty-four, and 
that the book may have contained some other statement 
showing it to have been published in 546 B.c.*^ Perhaps, 
however, this view hardly does justice to the fact that 
the year given is that of the fall of Sardeis and the 

** R. P. lie. That the words ^'•kirns »»* lr»4f»f, given by Simplicius 
in his commentary to the De Ccdo {Schol, Br. 514a, 26), are the original 
words of Theophrastos, is proved by the agreement of Cic. Acad, ii. 
118: popidaris et sodcUis. The two passages represent entirely distinct 
branches of the Theophrastean tradition. Sec Xote on Sources, §§ 7, 12. 

«• D. L. ii. 2 (R. P. 11) ; Hipp. Bff, i. 6. 

^ RheiuMches Museunif xxxi. 24. 
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subjugation of the Lydian empire by the Persians. It 
may be a more plausible conjecture that Anaximander, 
writing some years later, incidentally mentioned what 
his age had been at the time of that great crisis in the 
fortunes of the Ionian states ; we know from Xenophanes 
that the question, " How old were you when the Mede 
appeared ? " was considered an interesting one in those 
days.*® At all events, we seem to be justified in believ- 
ing that Anaximander was twenty-five years old when 
Thales attracted the notice of the Hellenes by his pre- 
diction of the eclipse, and that he did not publish his 
book till at least forty years after. When he died, we 
do not know.*® 

Like Iris predecessor, Anaximander distinguished him- 
self by certain practical inventions. Favorinus seems 
to have credited him with that of the gnomon ; but this 
can hardly be correct, for Herodotos tells us that the 
Greeks got this instrument from Babylon. Perhaps it 
was Anaximander who first made it known among the 
Greeks. He was also the first to construct a map, and 
Strabo tells us that Hekataios made this the basis of 
his geogi'aphical work.^ It will be noticed that we come 



« Xenophanes, fr. 17 (R. P. 79a). 

^ It seems to me likely, however, that Apollodoros synchronic 
his death with the tyranny of Polykrates (532 B.c.)» and that D. L. 
{loc, cit,) has confused this with his florvxl. For other views, see 
R. P. lie. 

w Favorinus, ap. D. L. iL 1 ; Herod, u. 109 (R. P. 11 and 116). It 
seems that the constnictioa of famous gnomons was asciibed tradition- 
ally to celebrated philosophers ; that at Delos was referred to Pherekydes 
of Syros. Pliny {H, N, it 187) ascribed that of Sparta to Anaxi- 
menes, and not to Anaximander, as Favorinoa does. The gnomon was 
simply an upright upon a flat surface. It was not a sun-dial ; but was 
used for determining the points of the compass, the solstices and the 
equinoxes. The flat sun-dial was not invented till the third century 
B.C., by Aristarchos of Samos, and its place was taken in early times 
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across Hekataios very often when we follow up the 
clues given us by what we are told of the Milesian 
cosmologists. In all probability he was a member of 
the school ; for he certainly seems to have maintained 
both the scientific and the political traditions of Thales. 

1 2. Nearly all we know of Anaximander's system is Theophraitos 

on Aiiftxinian- 

derived in the last resort from Theophrastos.*^ As to the der*B theory of 

credibility of what we are told on his authority, it is subBtance. 

enough to remark that the original work of Anaximander, 

which was in the hands even of Apollodoros, must 

certainly have existed at the time when Theophrastos 

wrote the Opinions. Moreover, he seems once at least 

to have quoted Anaximander*s own words ; and we have 

therefore every reason to believe that he wrote with 

the book itself open before him. Here are the remains 

of what he said of Anaximander in the First Book of 

his great work : — 

Anaximander of Miletos, son of Praxiades, a fellow-citizen 
and associate of Thales, said that the material cause and first / 
element of things was the Infinite, ho being the first to intro- 
duce this name for the material cause.^^ He says it is neither 
water nor any other of what are now called the elements,^ but 
a substance different from them which is infinite, from which 
arise all the heavens and the worlds within them. — Pht/s. Op. 
fr. 2(Z)o«, p. 476; R. P. 12). 

He says that this is eternal and ageless, and that it encom- 
passes all the worlds. — Hipp. Ref. i. 6 (R. P. 13a). 

by the polMf which was a concave hemisphere. See Tannery, Science 
helUnt, p. 82. For the map of Anaximander, see Strabo, Qeog. i. 1. 11 
(R. P. 116). 

" See the conspectus of extracts from Theophrastos given by Diels, 
Dox. p. 133. Where the words of the original have been preserved by 
SimpUciuSy I have given them alone. On the various writers quoted, see 
the Note on Sources, B. 

" Sec below, n. 57. 

^ Beading ttnS for iTvci, with Usener, Anctiecta Theophraatea, p. 31, 

4 
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And into that from which things take their rise they p«ss 
away once more, " as is ordained ; for they make reparation and 
satisfaction to one another ^ for their injustice according to the 
appointed time," as he says in these somewhat poetical terms. 
— P%«. 0?). fr. 2 (R. P. 12). 

And hesides this, there was an eternal motion, in the course 
of wliich was brought about the origin of the worlds. — Hipp. 
Ref. i. 6 (R. P. 13a). 

He did not ascribe the origin of things to any alteration in 
matter, but said that the oppositions in the substratum, which 
was a boundless body,** were sei>arated out. — Simpl. Phys, p. 
150 D (R P. U A). 

The primary , 13. Anaximauder taught, then, that there was one 
not one of the I eternal, indestructible substance out of which everything 

"elementB." " . j • a. v- t. *.i • 

arises, and into which everything once more returns ; a 
boundless stock of matter from ivhicli the waste of 
existence is continually being made good. This is only 
the natural development of the thought we have ventured 
to ascribe to Thales, and there can be no doubt that 
Anaximander at least distinctly formulated it Indeed, 
we can still follow to some extent the i^easoning which 
led him to do so. Thales had regarded water as the 
most likely of all the things we know to be that of 
which all other substances are forms ; Anaximander 
appears to have asked himself how the primary substance 
could be one of these particular substances. His argu- 
ment is preserved by Aristotle, who has the following 
passage in his discussion of the Infinite : — 

Further, there cannot be a single, simple, lM>dy which is 
infinite, either, as some hold, over and above the elements, 

^ The iropoitaut word «xXfiXMf whs omitted in the Aldiue Simplicius, 
but Useiier {lac cit. ) restored it from the MSS. It is not against the 
Boundless that thin^ commit "injustice," but against one another. 

" The Aldine here had the monstrous word m^tifiart. Schleiermacher'a 
conjecture, ftifMtn, is now coniirmed by Diels from all the MSS. 
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which they then derive from it, any more than without this 
qualification. For there are some who hold that this (i,e. a 
body over and above the elements) is what is infinite, and not 
air or water, in order that the other things may not be destroyed 
by their infinity. They are in opposition one to another^ — air is 
cold, water moist, and fire hot, — and therefore, if any one of 
them were infinite^ the rest wouM have ceased to be by this time. 
Accordingly they say that what is infinite is something other 
than the elements, and that from it the elements arise. — Arist. 
Phys. r, 5. 2046, 22 (R. P. 12^^). 

It is clear that in this passage Anaximander is con- 
trasted with Thales and with Anaximenes. Nor is there 
any reason to doubt that the account given of his 
reasoning is substantially correct, though, of course, the 
form is Aristotle's own. Anaximander was struck, it 
would seem, by the opposition and strife between the 
things which go to make up the world ; the warm fire 
was opposed to the cold air, the dry earth to the liquid 
sea. These opposites seem to be waging constant warfare 
one upon the other, and any predominance of one over the 
other was an " injustice " for which reparation must be 
made. This, at least, seems a more probable explanation 
of the quotation about injustice made by Theophrastos, 
than the commonly accepted view that Anaximander 
regarded the separate existence of things as itself a 
wrong. Such an idea would be Indian rather than 
Greek, and we shall find that "justice" means with 
Herakleitos the observance of an equal balance between 
the "elements."^ But, however that may be, we are 
probably entitled to infer from the passage just quoted 
that Anaximander's thoughts ran somewhat as follows. 
If Thales had been right in saying that water was the 
fundamental reality, it would not be easy to see how 

*• On the Herakleitean ** justice," see below, § 59. 
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anything else could ever have existed. One side of the 
opposition, the cold and moist, would have had its own way 
unchecked, injustice would have prevailed, and the warm 
and dry would have been driven from the field long ago. 
We must, then, have something which is not itself one of 
the warring opposites we know, something more primitive, 
out of which they arise, and into which they once more 
pass away. That Anaximander called this something by 
the name of <f>vai^, is clear from the doxographers ; the 
current statement that the word upj^ij in the sense of a 
" first principle " was introduced by him, is probably due 
to a mere misunderstanding of what Theophrastos says.'^ 
14. So far all is pretty clear; but when we come to 
ask what is the proper nature of this boundless some- 
thing, we are met at once by a number of difficulties 
which have excited a lengthy controversy. The litera- 
ture of this subject has been steadily growing ever since 
the days of Schleiermacher, who was the first to raise 
tlie question in its present form,^ and it is therefore 

^ If the words quoted from Theophrastos by Simplicius, p. 18 D. 
(R. P. 12), stood by themselves, no one would ever liave supposed them 
to mean that Anaximander called the Boundless «^;t')> They would 
naturally be rendered: ''having been the first to introduce this name 
{i,e, Tfl awu^f) for the it^x^ ; '* but the words of Hippolytos {Ref. i. 6. 2), 
vfSr^i TtSvftM jBcXiraf rtif •fx^*f have led nearly all writers to take the 
passage in the less obvious sense. We know, however, that Hippolytos is 
not an independent authority; but rests altogether, in the last resort, 
upon Theophrastos, and so the natural view to take is that either his 
immediate source, or he himself, or a copyist, has dropped out r»vT» before 
rtvffiMf just as »*/u0a.s has been con'upted into jB«xir«f. The other 
passage from Simplicius compared by Usener (p. 150, 23 D), wfir«t alrU 
ifX^t ifftMfaf r« u^»»tifi.if9, does not seem to me to have anything to do 
with the question. It means simply that Anaximander was the first to 
name the substratum as the "material cause,*' which is n different point 
altogether. This is how Nenhauser takes the passage {AfMximaruler, 
p. 7 sqq.) ; but I cannot agree with him in holding that the word uwxu^ 
/iiff is ascril)ed to the Milesian. 

^ For this literature see R. P. 11a. 



ANAXIMANDEK. 53 



needful for us to go somewhat into detail on the matter. 
If the discussion does not yield much in the way of 
positive results, it will, at any rate, be of use by calling 
our attention sharply to the fact that certain ideas which 
are quite familiar to us did not exist at all in those early 
days. 

We find, then, with regard to Anaximander*s " Bound- 
less" four conflicting views, all professing to rest on 
the authority of Aristotle. I hope to show that none 
of these can be historically accurate. They are as 
follows : — 

(1.) The " Boundless " is a mixture of all things. 

(2.) The " Boundless " is the indeterminate matter of 
Aristotle. 

(3.) The " Boundless " is not, indeed, incorporeal like 
Aristotle's matter, but it is devoid of quality. 

(4.) The '* Boundless " is something intermediate 
between the elements, or between two of them. 

Let us examine these four views one by one. 

(1.) The Boundless is a Mixture. — This view has been 
chiefly maintained in modern times by Bitter, who held 
that Anaximander s physics were " mechanical," not 
** dynamical," and that he must therefore be regarded as 
opening the series of the " later Ionian physicists." If 
this were true, it would, of course, destroy our hypothesis 
of a Milesian School altogether ; and certainly the 
passage of the Metaphysics^ on which Bitter mainly 
relies seems decisive enough. Aristotle is there pointing 
out how his own theory of matter is foreshadowed in 
earlier philosophy, and he does so in these words : " And 
that is what is meant by the One of Anaxagoras — a 
better name for it than ' All things together ' — and the 

» Mtt, A, 2. 10696, 18 (R. P. 12c). 
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mixture of Empedokles aud Anaximander." If the text 
is right, these words can surely have but one meaning, 
namely, that Anaximauder regarded the primary sub- 
stance as a mixture in the same sense that Empedokles 
did. But there are strong reasons, as Liitze has shown, 
for doubting whether the words of Aristotle have .been 
handed down to us correctly. It would be very strange 
that practically no other ancient writer should have 
mentioned the "mixture" of Anaximander if Aristotle 
had spoken of it in this explicit way. Not only so, 
but it is almost as strange to find the mixtum of Anaxa- 
goras called the One, as to find the One of Anaximander 
called a mixture. Now, the two names begin with 
the same letters; and if we follow Liitze in simply 
making them change places, everything becomes quite 
intelligible.*^ The passage from Theophrastos, to which 
Eitter also appeals in support of his theory, only needs 
to be correctly interpreted to overthrow it altogether,^ 
and there is then nothing left for it to rest on but a 
mistake of St. Augustine's.®^ 

^ Liitze, Das i^ufir A naximanderSf p. 54. His arguments may be 
suramM up as follows. In this passage Aristotle is reading his own 
theory of potential matter" into the systems of Anaximander, £mi>e- 
dokles, Auaxagoras, and Demokritos. Bat the names of these philo- 
sophers have got out of their proper order. For (1) the "One" which is 
here attributed to Anaxagoras is identified with the *' mixture " ; whereas 
the ^'mixture" is elsewhere described as a **manv," and the attribute of 
unity reserved for Nous (so, e.g., in MH. A, 8. 989a, 30 sqq.). Farther, 
(2) in PhuM, A, 4. 187o, 20 (B. P. 12f), the *'One" of Anaximander is 
expressly contrasted with the "mixture" of Anaxagoras, just as it would 
be here if we transposed the two names. Lastly, (3) the chronological 
order usually observed by Aristotle demands the transposition.. The 
words /3iXr/«» ykfi ti •fA9v irdfrm we must then regard as a gloss. See, 
however, Z.* p. 205, w. 1. 

•1 Ap. Simpl. Phys, p. 27 D (R. P. 12r). The word Uuff undoubtedly 
refers to Anaxagoras, not to Anaximander, as Hitter supposed. 

"'-* Augustine, Civ. Dei, viii. 2 {Dox. 173). He has simply confused 
Anaxagoras with Anaximander, as is shown by what he goes on to say. 
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(2.) The Boundless is "Indeterminate Matter!' ^ The 
passage from the Metaphysics, when emended, leaves us 
with an identification of Anaximander's " Boundless " 
and Aristotle's ** indeterminate potential matter." That 
this is an anachronism we can see at once ; and we may 
say so without any disrespect to the great authority of 
Aristotle. That philosopher knew very well that he 
himself was the inventor of the theory in question ; even 
Plato, he held, had not formulated it clearly. But he is 
always on the outlook for anticipations of his own views 
in the systems of earlier thinkers, and it is not surpris- 
ing that he should have seized eagerly on Anaximander's 
theory as a misunderstood presentiment of one like his 
own. Theophrastos merely follows Aristotle in this 
matter, and the doxographers follow him. 

(3.) The Boundless is body witlumt jwaZt^y.— Schleier- 
macher's great contribution to our knowledge of Anaxi- 
mander was his proof that the Boundless was a body. 
Since he wrote, this has hardly been questioned. He 
held also, however, that this boundless, corporeal mass 
was totally devoid of quality, and therefora imperceptible 
by the senses ; and this is perhaps the view which has 
found most favour in this country. Like the others, 
however, it is an anachronism. Quality is a category 
which belongs to a far later stage of thought than 
Anaximander's. It is, no doubt, only by an effort that 
we can realise a state of men's minds to which the 
distinction between a thing and its qualities was not 
obvious; but we must make this effort if we wish to 
understand early Greek philosophy. Anaximander could 
never have thought of denying quality of the Bound- 
less : he- had not even words to do so in. Nor could 
he have supposed that a thing might exist and yet 
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be imperceptible to the senses. Aristotle tells us over 
and over again that this supposition was one that never 
occurred to the early philosophers ; and, in refuting the 
doctrine of a boundless something prior to the elements, 
he always proceeds on the assumption that it must be 
both corporeal and sensible.** 

(4.) The Boundless is something intermediate between the 
" elevientsJ' — Aristotle in several places speaks of those 
who take as their first principle something "over and 
above" or "beside" the elements. These passages are 
universally allowed to refer to Anaximander. In other 
places, again, he speaks of something intermediate or 
" between " the elements as the material cause.** Nearly 
all the Greek commentators refer this also to Auaxi* 
mander;** but since the time of Schleiermacher, few 
modern writers have been found to agree with them. 
The only two with whose writings I am acquainted are 
Priedrich Liitze and Joseph Neuhiiuser, who, in my 
opinion, have proved between them that all these 
passages do» after all, refer to no one else. 

Schleiermacher and his followers base their arguments 
mainly upon a passage in the Physics, which they take 
to mean that the upholder of the " intermediate some- 
thing," whoever he was, derived all other things from it 

« So Phyts. r, 4. 203a, 16 ; 204ft, 22 (R. P. 12fe), and elsewhere. 

^ Aristotle speaks four times of something intermediate between Fire 
and Air {Qen. Corr. B, 1. 3286, 35 ; ib. 5. 332a, 21 ; Phys. A, 4. 187a, 14 ; 
Met. A, 7. 988a, 30). In five places we have something intermediate 
between Water and Air {HtL A, 8. 989a, 13 ; Gtn. Carr, B, 6. 332a, 21 ; 
Phy9. r, 4. 203a, 18 ; t6. 6. 205a, 27 ; Dt Colo, F, 6. 3036, 12). Once 
{PhyA, A, 6. 1896, 1) we hear of something between Water and Fire. 

*" So Alexander (R. P. 126), Simplicius, Themistios, and Philoponos. 
The exceptions are Nikolaos of Damascus and Porphyry who follows him. 
They refer the passages to Diogenes of Apollonia, which is certainly 
wrong, as the fragments of that philosopher prove. See below, § 156, 
fr. 6. 
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by rarefaction and condensation ; whereas Anaximander 
derived his "opposites" from the One by "separating 
out." In itself, the passage might, perhaps, bear this 
meaning well enough ; but the Greek commentators did 
not take it so. The context, too, favours an interpreta* 
tion which presents no difficulty to our view ; ** so we 
may set this passage aside if only some positive indica- 
tion is forthcoming that Aristotle meant the Boundless of 
Anaximander when he spoke of the " intermediate some-^ 
thing." Now, the way this is enumerated along with 
Water, Air, and Fire irresistibly suggests the way in which 
Auaximander's name is usually associated with those of 
Thales, Anaximenes, and Herakleitos. Again, in the 
passage from the Physics, partially quoted above (p. 50), 
which is referred to Anaximander by Zeller himself, the 
something " between " the elements is substituted later 
on for the something " beside " them, as if there were no 
difference at all.*^ In the De Generatione the same two 
phrases are used as if they were quite interchangeable, 
and are also identified with " the Boundless ; " ^ and this 

«• PAy«. A, 4. 187a, 12 (partially quoted R. P. 12c). The two rfiwt 
mentioned are not two ''modes of becoming" (viz. "separating out" and 
"rarefaction and condensation"), but two ways of regarding the AU as 
one. The context shows that this is so, and Philoponos explains it 
quite correctly {Schol. Br, 3346, 88). Next, according to Simplicins, 
Theniistios, and Philoponos, these two rfiw* are — (1) the substratum is 
one of the three elements ; (2) it is something intermediate. We should 
put a stop after ^Wv, for the words »mt tm )i introduce a fresh sub* 
ject, and Simplicius devotes to them a fresh section of his commentary. 
Viewed in this light, the passage really asserts what it is disposed to 
disprove. 

^ Phys. r, 6. 2046, 22 sqq. (R, P. 126). Zeller refers ri *mfk rk 
fT»4xtJ» in this passage to Anaximander. Now, at the end, the whole is 
recapitulated as follows (205a, 25) : »«< )m r»vr •vftU ri U »«< &wuf9 wZf 

* Oen. Corr, B, 1. 8286, 81. Here we have, firstly, ri^tr«|v rtirant fi/ia 
Ti Jy xrni ^tft^riv ; a little farther on, fiimf Sxtiv wmfm ret uftiftivti ; and two 
lines below, the same thing is referred to as r« Sivuf^n r«ur». 
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not once only, but twice.® If we refuse to refer all 
these passages to Anaxiraander, we must assume that 
Aristotle bestowed great attention on some thinker whose 
very name has been lost, and who not only agreed vitli 
many of Anaximander's views, but also, as is proved by 
a passage in the De Ccelo, made use of some of his 
most characteristic expressions.^® Surely it is simpler to 
assume that Schleiermacher and Zeller have erred from 
momentary forgetfulness of the kind and degree of 
historical truth we must expect to find in Aristotle's 
critical discussions; and that, even if Anaximander 
himself never said anything about an ''intermediate 
something," it may yet have seemed to Aristotle that 
this was a correct account to give of what he really 
meant. 

For we cannot regard the question as settled by the 
expressions of Aristotle. He may have found it con- 
venient to call the Boundless something intermediate 
between the elements, just as at other times he found it 
convenient to regard it as indeterminate matter. There 
was no room in his own system for anything corporeal 
and sensible prior to the opposites. Body with him is 
just that which exhibits opposite qualities — hot and 
cold, moist and dry ; so we need not be surprised if, in 
attempting to fit the Boundless of Anaximander into his 
own system, he fluctuates between these two views. When 
he is thinking of it as something prior to the opposites, he 

^ The second passage is Gen, Corr. B, 5. 332a, 20 : •» fuit •»)* «xx« t! 

«'«;^ifTi^«y »«i irvfiff ri* il XiwririfK Here, of couFse, the word •!•» has 
its ''explicative" force (Bonitz, Indtx, 502a, 7). The conclusion is: Z^t 

7» De Ccelo, r, 5 (R. P. 126). 
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naturally regards it as a kindred conception to his own 
Matter; when its corporeality is prominent in his 
thought, he can only speak of it as something in- 
termediate between the elements. That Anaximander 
cannot have said this, Iiowever, is proved by the simple 
consideration that the elements were never heard of 
before Empedokles, and that no one could possibly have 
thought of them before Parmenides.^^ 

We conclude, then, that all four views distort the 
theory of Anaximander, intei'preting it as they all do by 
the categories of a later age. Yet each has some truth 
in it. We may admit that the Boundless contains all 
things without regarding it as a mixture, a view which 
implies a theory of irreducible elements just as much as 
the fourth. We may allow that Aristotle was right in 
regarding it as the precursor of his own Matter, without 
losing sight of the fact that it was a sensible body. We 
may allow that, strictly speaking, Anaximander wouhl 
have had to deny all qualities of it, if such denial had 
been possible to him. We shall allow, lastly, that when 
once the notion of elements had arisen, the most accurate 
description of it was that it was intermediate between 
theuL But we shall not confuse our account of Anaxi- 
mander by crediting him with conceptions which did not 
exist at all in his time. 

15. Anaximander's reason for conceiving the primary The primary 
substance as boundless was, no doubt, that indicated by infinite. 
Aristotle, namely, " that becoming might not fail." ^^ It 
is not very likely, however, that these words are his own. 

'* On the conception of ** elements," see Chap. V. § 84. 

" Phys, r, 8. 208a, 8 (R. P. 12a). The argument at the beginning of 
Phy$, r, 4. 2036, 7 (K. P. 13), is often ascribed to Anaximander ; but it 
bears the mark of the Eleatic dialectic, and no doubt belongs to Melissos. 
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The doxographers, indeed, took them so; but we have 
seen how apt they are to reproduce the mere suggestions 
of Aristotle as statements of fact. The doctrine of the 
boundlessness of the primary substance was not in any 
way peculiar to Anaximander ; it was the universal belief 
till the time of Parmenides. No doubt, however, the 
way in which Anaximander regarded the world would 
bring home to him with more than common force the 
need of a boundless stock of matter. The " opposites " 
of which the world consists are, we have seen, always at 
war with one another, and this strife is marked by 
" unjust " encroachments on either side. To redress the 
balance, they must be absorbed once more in their 
common ground ; and this would lead in the long run to 
the destruction of everything but the Boundless itself, 
were there not an inexhaustible supply of it from whicli 
" opposites " might continually be " separated out " afresh. 
For the Boundless is no abstract conception, but bound* 
less matter or body. Even if Anaximander spoke of 
" the Boundless " as well as of " boundless substance," he 
did not mean infinity, but simply that which is infinite. 
As Zeller puts it, following Schleiermacher and Aristotle, 
" the Boundless " is not subject but predicate ; for both 
Aristotle and Simplicius, who no doubt follows Theo- 
phrastos in this as in other things, speak of it distinctly 
as a hody!^ 

It will be seen that, throughout the foregoing dis- 
cussion, we have assumed that Anaximander's word 
" boundless " refers to spatial infinity. It has been 
maintained, however, by Teichmtiller and Tannery, that 
its meaning really is " qualitatively indeterminate," aiid 
this view seems to be implied in much that has been 

" Arist. Phyn, r, 8. 208a, 8 ; Simpl. Phys. p. 150 D (R. P. 12a, 14 A). 
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^rritteii on the subject in this country. That we must 
regard it as an anachronism, follows from what has been 
said as to quality above ; but a few additional proofs will 
not be amiss. In the first place, there is no evidence 
that the word aireipov could possibly have suggested this 
meaning to any one who had not studied Plato's Fhilebos, 
or, at any rate, the writings of Philolaos, if Philolaos 
ever wrote at all. Secondly, the primary substance, we 
are told by Hippolytos in the Theophrastean extract 
quoted above, was " infinite and contained all the worlds." 
To interpret the word Trepiix^ip here as signifying " to 
contain potentially," is to ignore the meaning it bears 
everywhere else in the early cosmologists, that, namely, 
of " encompassing " the heavens. Again, the testimony 
of Aristotle on the point is quite unequivocal. He tells 
us that number and " what is outside the heavens " are 
supposed to be infinite, " because they never fail in our 
thought ; " and if what is outside the heavens is infinite, 
then body must be infinite, and there must be innumer- 
able worlds.^* This must refer to Anaximander among 
others. Above all, Anaximenes, the successor of Anaxi- 
mander in the Milesian School, retained his doctrine of 
Kf^vai^ atreipo^, and yet he said that this was Air, or 
rather Mist, which cannot be called " qualitatively inde- 
terminate " in any sense of that expression. 

I^t us resume the results of our inquiry so far, and 
try to picture in our minds the world as it was imagined 
by Anaximander. We have a boundless mass, which is 
not any one of the opposites we know, stretching out to 
infinity on every side of the heavens which bound the 
world we live in. This mass is a body, and out of it our 
world once emerged by the " separating out " of the 

7* Phys, r, 4. 2036, 23. 
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opposites, moist and dry, warm and cold. In our world 
these are at strife, and they encroach upon one another. 
The warm, for instance, commits lujustice in summer, and 
the cold in winter. So they will all one day be absorbed 
again in the Boundless, and our world will cease to be. 
Theoppoaites 16. Not Only docs the Boundless encompass the 
^ world, it also "steers the course of all things." This 

metaphor does not seem to fit in very well with the 
general theory of Anaximander ; and, if it be true that 
Thales adopted the Egyptian idea that the heavenly 
bodies sail across the firmament in boats (§ 8), it would 
have been much more natural in his mouth. At any 
rate, we shall find the idea of celestial boats once more 
in close connexion with the steering power of the primary 
substance when we come to Herakleitos (§ 58). 

The doxographers tell us that it was the "eternal 
motion" which brought into being "all the heavens and 
all the worlds within them." It does not seem at all 
certain, however, that Anaximander himself used the 
phrase " eternal motion " ; it appears rather to be Aris- 
totle's version of what he found stated about the " separ- 
ating out " of opposites, and to be meant simply to point 
the contrast with the Eleatics who denied motion alto- 
gether."^*^ Theophrastos and the doxographers, of course, 
reproduce Aristotle. Teichmiiller, however, identified the 
" eternal motion " with the diurnal revolution of the 
heavens, — a view in which he has been followed by 
Tannery. The Boundless he regarded as a great spheri- 
cal mass which, by its rotation, produced the earth and 
the heavenly bodies, thus making Anaxiraander's cosmo- 

'* See Neubauser, Anaximander^ p. 282. In Met. A, 5. 9866, 14, the 
"eternal motion" apiieara as a mere inference of Aristotle's; the wonls 
ywStTu y% Tc TM9 would Otherwise be siqiertlaous. 
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logy a real anticipation of the nebular hypothesis.^^ The 
fundamental mistake here, of course, is that the diurnal 
rotation, which belongs to the world within the heavens, 
is attributed to the Boundless outside them ; and, when 
we come to discuss the question of the plurality of 
worlds, it will be obvious how fatal to the theory this 
consideration is. Meantime we may note some other 
objections. Teichmuller relies much on a passage from 
the De Ccelo, where Aristotle says that all who believe 
the world to have come into being represent the earth as 
having been forced to the centre by the circular move- 
ment This, no doubt, applies to Anaximander amongst 
others, but it is quite irrelevant here ; for it has to do 
only with the formation of the world after it has been 
once for all separated off from the Boundless.^^ We shall 
have to remember the passage when we come to this part 
of the subject ; here we have to do with the motion of 
the Boundless outside the heavens, not of the opposites 
inside them. In another place Aristotle speaks of the 
eternal circular motion as an ancestral belief ; and, on the 
ground that Anaximander was an Ionian, Teichmuller 
would refer this to him ; but the parallel passage in the 
Metaphysics shows quite clearly that the reference is 
simply to the popular religion, of which Aristotle held 
this to be the forgotten meaning.^® 

The " eternal motion," then, is simply Aristotle's para- 
phrase of the " separating out " or " birth " of opposites 
which Anaximander had spoken of but had not more 
precisely defined. It had not occurred to him to explain 

^* Teichmuller, Studien zur Oench, der Betfr. p. 56 sfiq. This view is 
well criticised by Neuhauser, Anaximander^ p. 284 sqq. 

'^ De Cccht B, 13. 295a, 9. The other passage which Teichmiiller 
quotes is still less to the point. See Neuhanser, loc, cit. 

^ De Ccelo, B, 1. 284a, 2. Cf. Met. A, 8. 1074^, 13. 
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how the Boundless gave birth to the opposites at alL 
The first to ask that question was Anaximenes, and he 
said it was by rarefaction and condensation. 
Theinnumer- 17. We are told that Auaximauder believed in "in- 

able worlds. 

numerable worlds/' and it is now usual to regard these 
worlds as an infinite series succeeding one another in 
time. This is Zeller's view, and it has not yet been 
sufficiently reconsidered in the light of the discoveries 
made since his fourth edition. I propose to show that 
these worlds must be regarded as co-existent. There are 
three possible views which may be taken of the state- 
ment that Anaximander taught an infinity of worlds. 
The worlds may all be eternal and co-existent, or they 
may be, partially at least, co- existent without being 
eternal, or they may succeed one another in time. All 
Zeller's arguments are directed against the first of these 
positions, none of them apply with any force to the 
second. It may be allowed at once that his disproof 
of the idea that the worlds are eternal and co-existent is 
decisive ; to suppose that Anaximander regarded this 
world or any other as eternal, is contrary to all we other- 
wise know of him, and is in direct contradiction with 
the Theophrastean tradition, that he was one of those 
who regarded the world as perishable.^® We have, then, 
to decide between the second and the third of the views 
enumerated above. Zeller expressly allows that there is 
nothing at all in the second of them which is out of 
harmony with what we know of Anaximander ; but he 
thinks that all the statements which have come down to 
us point rather to the third, and dismisses the second as 
supported by no sufficient evidence. In answer to this 
I would call attention to the fact that the true character 

« Aet iL 4. 6 ; Dox. p. 331. 
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of the evidence has been put in an entirely new light by 
Diels, though it is right to add that he himself has not 
drawn from it the conclusion which, as it seems to me, it 
now most naturally yields. 

Zeller admits that Stobaios, Simplicius, and St. Augus- 
tine regarded the innumerable worlds as perishable, but, 
partially at least, co-existent. Let us first consider, then, 
what is the nature and value of their testimony. 
Stobaios enumerates Thales, Pythagoras, Empedokles, 
Ekphantos, Parmenides, Melissos, Herakleitos, Anaxa- 
goras, Plato, Aristotle, and Zeno as believers in one 
world; Anaximander, Anaximenes, Archelaos, Xeno- 
phanes, Diogenes, Leukippos, Demokritos, and Epicurus 
as upholders of an infinity.^ Now, there can be no doubt 
what this means; the innumerable worlds of Demo- 
kritos and Epicurus were unquestionably co- existent 
in space, and Anaximander is here put quite on a 
level with them. This is fully admitted by Zeller ; but 
he disputes the authority of the passage on the ground 
that we can have no confidence in a writer who attributes 
innumerable worlds to Anaximenes, Archelaos, and Xeno- 
phanes. I hope to show that, with regard to the first 
two of these, Stobaios is quite right, and to give a 
possible explanation of what is said of the last.^^ His 
second objection to the passage is that the words which 
occur at the end of the enumeration do not apply at all 
to Leukippos, Demokritos, and Epicurus. They certainly 
do not, if we translate them with Zeller, " in every revo- 
lution of the cycle ; " but a comparison of the parallel 
passage in the Placita shows that they mean simply " on 

4 

» A«t ii. 1. 2, « ; Ihz. p. 327. 

^Anaximenes, § 29; Xenoplianes, Chap. II. ft. 99; Archelaos, 

Chap. IX. § 160. 

c 
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every side/' ^ and there can be no doubt that the phrase 
" innumerable worlds on every side of this one " quite 
appropriately brings out what Zeller himself admits to be 
the general meaning of the passage. But, leaving all this 
aside, we must observe that, while Zeller was formerly 
entitled to reject the authority of the passage, we can no 
longer do so. It is true that the complete list of names 
is not given in the Placita ; but it is given word for 
word by Theodoret, and that is enough to prove that 
it is taken from Actios.^ Ko doubt, then, it comes from 
the Opinions of Theophrastos ; and, if so, it is quite 
trustworthy. 

Let lis turn now to Simplicius. In his commentary 
on Aristotle's Physics ®* he has the following : — 

Those who assumed innumerable worlds, e,g, Anaximander, 
Leukippos, Demokritos, and, later on, Epicurus, assumed that 
they came into being and passed away ad infinitum^ some 
always coming into being and others passing away. 

This is also clear enough ; but Zeller points out that 
Simplicius elsewhere makes the same statement more 
doubtfully. The words to which he refers hardly amount 
to an expression of doubt, however, and in any case they 
seem to me to refer to something else.^ The statement 
of Simplicius is highly trustworthy ; for it, too, is prob- 
ably based upon Theophrastos. 

** Stob. has ftark rSr«» iriftayttyw, but Plut. has xmwk r«r«v irtfifrmwn, 
Neuhauser correctly renders the words: in omnea dimennones (Ancuei 
mander, p. 328, n. 2). 

^ Theodoret is the only writer who mentious Actios by name. On the 
filiation of all these authorities, see the Note on Sources, B. 

«« Schol. Br. 4246, 43 (R. P. 156). 

^ Schol. Br. 480a, 35. The words «f U*u do not necessarily imply a 
doubt ; and, if anything is doubted at all, it is merely that the theory of 
innumerable worlds was derived from the doctrine of an infinite primary 
substance, not the theory itself. 
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With regard to the passage from St. Augustine, little 
need be said. Zeller admitted that it favoured the view 
we are inclined to take, but Diels has shown that it 
equally supports Zeller's own opinion,^ so it cannot count 
one way or the other. 

We come, lastly, to a very important statement which 
Cicero ^ has copied from Philodemos, the author of an 
Epicurean treatise On Seligion, found at Herculaneum, 
or perhaps rather from the source of that work. This 
testimony, I venture to think, has not yet been correctly 
interpreted. " Anaximander s opinion was," says Velleiiis 
in Cicero, " that there were gods who came into being, 
rising and passing away at long intervals, and that these 
were the innumerable worlds/' A great many of the 
difficulties which formerly beset this passage have been 
removed by the researches of Diels, and the rest in 
consequence disappear of themselves. The great source 
of confusion was the statement in the Flacita that 
Anaximander taught " the stars of heaven " were gods ; 
but we now know that this is a mere copyist's error, and 
that the Placita had originally not " the stars of heaven," 
but " the innumerable heavens." ^ This is also what 
Stobaios has, and we are therefore entitled to refer it to 
Actios. Now there is no doubt that, at the time we are 
dealing with, the word ovpavo^ was regularly used in the 
sense of the later Koafio^, so here we have a perfect 



» Civ. Dfi, viii. 2. See Dox, p. 174, n. 1. 

^ Cic. N. D. i. 25 (R. P. 16). 

®R. P. 15a. Easebios, Cyril, and the pBeudo-Galen aU used the 
PUicUa. Eusebios, living at Constantinople, had only inferior MSS., 
and therefore reads, with our texts, imfs •vfUfUvt, Bat Cyril, at 
Alexandria, must have read airuftut •l^fvtt for he writes ivttfvs ni^fMvt^ 
a perfectly correct interpretation. The pseudo-Galen has i^tifut y«vr ; 
but that, as Heeren pointed out, is a mere corruption, arising from the 
contraction Tufut, 
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agreement among our authorities. But what are we to 
make of the statement that these gods arise and pass 
away " at long intervals " ? This seems always to be 
understood by commentators as referring to intervals of 
time, but there is nothing whatever to prevent our under- 
standing it rather of space.®* In that case Cicero would 
be in perfect agreement with Simplicius ; an agreement 
explained, of course, by the identity of their ultimate source. 
Origin of the 18. The doxographcrs have not left us in the dark as 

heavenly 

bodies. to the proccss by which the different parts of the world 

arose from the Boundless. The following statement comes 
ultimately from Theophrastos — 

He says that something ^ capable of begetting hot and cold 
was separated off from the eternal at the origin of this world. 
From this arose a sphere of flame which grew round the air 
encircling the earth, as the bark grows round a tree. When 
this was broken up and enclosed in certain rings, the sun, 
moon, and stars came into existence. — P8.-Plut. Strom, fr. 2 
(R. P. 14 B). 

We see from this that when a portion of the Bound- 
less had been separated off from the rest to form a world, 
it first of all differentiated itself into the two opposites, 
hot and cold. The hot appears as a sphere of fame 
surrounding the cold ; the cold, as earth with air 
surrounding it We are not told, however, in this 
extract how the cold came to be differentiated into earth 
and air ; but there is a passage in Aristotle's Meteaivlogy 
which throws a good deal of light on the subject. We 
read there — 

But those who are wiser in the wisdom of men give an 
origin for the sea. At first, they say, all the terrestrial region 

"" It seema natural to suppose that Cicero read harrnftm^i in his 
authority, and that is almost a technical term for the intermundia. 
** I read n for «•«, as Diels suggests (note, in loc.). 
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was moist ; and, as it was dried up by the sun, the portion of it 
that evaporated produced the winds and the turnings of the sun 
and moon, while the portion left behind was the sea. So they 
think the sea is becoming smaller by being dried up, and that at 
last it will all be dry.— Meteor, R 1. 353&, 6. 

• •■••••• 

And the same absurdity arises for those who say that the 
earth and the terrestrial part of the world at first were moist, 
but that air arose from the heat of the sun, and that the whole 
world was thus increased, and that this is the cause of winds 
and the turnings of the heavens. — /6. 2. 355a, 21 (B. P. 14c). 

In his commentary on the passage, Alexander tell us 
that this was the view of Anaximander and Diogenes ; 
and what he says is amply confirmed by Anaximander's 
theory of the sea as it is given by the doxographers.*^ 
We conclude, then, that after the first separation of the 
hot and the cold, the heat of the sphere of flame turned 
part of the moist, cold interior of the world into air or 
mist, — it is all one at this date, — and that the expansion 
of this mist broke up the sphere of flame itself into rings, 
something like that of Saturn. Possibly these were sug- 
gested to the mind of Anaximander by the appearance 
of the Milky Way. I give the theory which he adopted 
to explain the origin of the heavenly bodies from these 
rings as it has been preserved by Hippolytos, with some 
supplements from Actios — 

The heavenly bodies are wheels of fire separated off from the 
fire which encircles the world, and surrounded by air. And 
they have breathing-holes, certain pipe-like openings through 
which the heavenly bodies are seen. For this reason, too, 
when the breathing-holes are stopped, eclipses occur. And the 
moon appears now to wax and now to wane because of the 
stopping and opening of the outlets. The circle of the suu 
is twenty-seven times the size (of the earth, while that) of 

*' See below, § 19. 
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the moon (is eighteen times as large).^ The sun is highest 
of all, and lowest are the wheels of the fixed stars. — Hipp. 
Ref. i 6 (R. P. 14 C), 

Anaximander said the stars were hoop-like compressions of 
air, full of fire, hreathing out flames at a certain point from 
orifices. The sun was highest of all^ after it came the moon, 
and below these the fixed stars and the planets. — Actios = Stob. 
Ekl. i. 610 (R P. 146). 

Anaximander said the sun was a ring twenty-eight times the 
size of the earth, like a cart-wheel with the felloe hollow and 
full of fire, showing the fire at a certain point, as if through 
the nozzle of a pair of bellows. — Actios = PZac. iL 20. 1 
(R. P. 146). 

Anaximander held that thunder and lightning were caused 
by the blast When it is shut up in a thick doud and bursts 
forth with violence, then the breakage of the cloud makes the 
noise, and the rift gives the appearance of a flash by contrast 
with the darkness of the cloud. — Aet iii. 3. 1 {Dox. p. 367). 

Anaximander held that wind was a current of air {%.e, mist) 
which arose when its finest and moistest particles were set in 
motion or dissolved by the sun. — Aet. iiL 6. 1 {Dox. p. 374). 

Rain was produced by the moisture drawn up from the earth 
by the sun. — Hipp. Ref, i. 6, 7 {Dox, p. 660). 

We saw above that the sphere of flame was broken up 
into rings by the expansion of the air or vapour that its 
own heat had drawn up from its moist, cold interior. 
There are three of these rings, that of the sun, that of 
the inoon^ and, lastly, nearest to the earth, the circle 
of the stars. This was, no doubt, identified with the 
Milky Way. The circle of the sun was twenty-seven 
times as large as the earth, and that of the moon eighteen 
times, from which we may perhaps infer, with Tannery, 



•* The wonl ** nineteen" is inserted by Diels to make Hippolytos agree 
with Actios (ii. 20. 1, p. 90). With Tannery {Sc, hell. p. 91), I prefer 
"eighteen," and suppose the difference to be due to one account dealing 
with the internal and the other with the external diameter. 
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that the circle of the stars was nine times as large. We 
do not see the whole circle of the rings ; for the mist 
that formed them imprisons the fire, and becomes an 
outer ring of opaque air or vapour. These outer rings, 
however, have round openings at a single point, through 
which the fire escapes, and those openings are the 
heavenly bodies we see.** 

The explanation which Anaximander gave of thunder 
and lightning was very similar. They were also caused 
by fire breaking through compressed air, that is to say, 
through the storm-clouds. It seems to me probable that 
we have here the origin of the whole theory, and that 
Anaximander really explained the heavenly bodies on 
the analogy of lightning, and not vice versa. This would 
be in perfect agreement with the prevailing meteorological 
interest of the time.®* 

19. We turn now to what we are told of the origin of Earth and 
earth and sea from the moist, cold matter which was 
'' separated off" in the beginning, and which filled the 
inside of the sphere of flame — 

" The true sense of this doctrine was long obscured by the " windy 
paraphrase" of Achilles, on whom see Diels, Dox. pp. 18, 19, 25, 26 
(quoted B. P. Sd* and 146). Even Zeller was misled by this in the 
earlier editions of his great work, and the right view was first given by 
Teichmiiller. Achilles fancied that the heavenly bodies were compared 
to wheels because their rays resembled spokes ; but this is due to a mere 
misunderstanding of the passage in the PlacUa, which we still possess and 
can interpret for ourselves. The flames rush forth per magni circum 
tpiraeuln mundi, as Lucretius has it (vi. 493). The wfnfrnfs mvxit, to 
which these apiracula are compared, is neither a trumpet, as Achilles 
imagined (loc, cU.), nor yet the meteorological phenomenon known as a 
^fn^rnf (Chap. III. n. 53). The word here means simply a pair of bellows, 
as in Ap. Rhod. iv. 776. The only correction that needs to be made is 
^ifwt rtvks avXtS^ut for riifvt rifmg atf^H^ug in the Plocita {Dox, pp. 29 
and 156). When Diels made this beautiful emendation he was unaware 
that Oedren, who in the eleventh century a.d. made extracts from 
Hippolytos, actually has irifvt mat alftSiut. 

^ See the Introduction, § X. 
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The sea is what is left of the original moisture. The fire 
has dried up most of it and turned the rest salt by scorcliing 
it— Aet. = P/or. iii. 16. 1 (R. P. 14r). 

He says that the earth is cylindrical in form, and that its 
height is as a third part of its width. — Ps.-Plut Strom, fr. 2 
(R. P. ik). 

The earth swings free, held in its place by nothing. It stays 
where it is because of its equal distance from everything. Its 
shape is convex and round, and like a stone pillar (?). We are 
on one of the surfaces, and the other is on the opposite side.*^ — 
Hipp. Ref, i. 6 (R. P. 14 C). 

Adopting for a moment the later theory of " elements," 
we see that Anaximander put fire on one side as " the 
hot," and all the rest on the other as " the cold," which 
is also moist. This explains liow Aristotle came to 
speak of the Boundless as intermediate between fire and 
water. And we have seen also that the moist element 
was partly turned into " air " or mist by the fire, which 
explains how he could say the Boundless was something 
between fire and air, or between air and water.*^ 

The moist, cold interior of the world is not, it will be 
noticed, pure water. It is always called " the moist " or 
'' the moist state.'' This is because it has to be still 
further differentiated under the influence of heat into 
earth, water, and vapour. The gradual drying up of 

^ The MSS. of Hippolytoa have vyfU ^r^tyyvXtf, Koei^er reads yvfit 
[rr^yyt;X«v], supposing the second word to be a gloss on the 6rst ; but 
Diels has shown {Dox. p. 218) that both are wanted. The first means 
''convex/' and applies to the surface of the earth; while the second 
nieans "round," and refers to its circuit. As to »/«vi XiV^, it is not 
easy to say anything positive. It might, possibly, be a mere corruption 
of »vkU%^ (cf. Pint. Strom. (R. P. 14c) ) ; but, if so, it is a very old 
one. Aetios (iii. 10. 2), who is quite independent of Hippolytos, has 
>.sfi^ mUft ; Roeper suggested x/«tii} x/^w ; Teichnjiiller, »/«v«r XiV^; while 
Diels doubtfully puts forward ktff xiavs, which he suggests might be a 
Theophrastean modernisation of an original kJip »Uu {Dox, p. 218). 

•• See above, n. 64. 
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the water by the fire is a good example of what Auaxi- 
niander meant by "injustice." And we see how this 
injustice brings about the destruction of the world. The 
fire will in time dry up and burn up the whole of tlie 
cold, moist element. But then it will not be fire any 
longer ; it will be simply the " mixture," if we choose to 
call it so, of the hot and cold ; that is, it will be the 
same as the Boundless which surrounds it, and will pass 
away into it. 

The view which Anaximander takes of the earth is a 
great advance upon anything we can reasonably attribute 
to Thales. It is no longer regarded, in the primitive 
way, as a disc stretching out to the horizon and resting 
on the waters. It occupies the centre of the world, and 
rests upon nothing at all Still, Anaximander does not 
attain to the idea that it is spherical. He believes that 
we live on a convex disc, and from this the cylindrical 
form follows as a matter of course. The really remark- 
able thing is that he should have seen, however dimly, 
that there is no absolute up and down in the world. 
Not many of the cosmologists who followed him succeeded 
in grasping this fact. 

20. We have seen enough to show us that the Animals, 
speculations of Anaximander about the world were of an 
extemely daring character ; we come now to the crown- 
ing audacity of all, namely, his theory as to the origin of 
living creatures. The Theophrastean account of this has 
been well preserved by the doxographers — 

Living creatures arose from the moist element as it was 
evaporated by the sun.'^ Man was like another animal, namely, 
a fish, in the beginning. — Hipp. i?c/. i. 6 (R. P. 16a). 

^ I accept the emeudation of Diels, which is also adopted in R. P. {loc, 
cU.), 
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Further, he says that in the heginning man was horn from 
animals of a different species. His reason is, that, while other 
animals quickly find food for themselves, man alone requires a 
prolonged period of suckling. Hence, had he heen originally 
such as he is now, he could never have survived. — Ps.-Plut. 
Str(m. It. 2 (R. P. 16). 

The first living creatures were produced in the moist element, 
and were covered with prickly integuments. As time went on 
they came out upon the drier part, and, the integument soon 
breaking off,'* they changed their manner of life. — Aet = Plac. 
V. 19. 1 (R. P. ib.). 

These statements hardly require comment. It has, 
however, been said that the theories advanced by Anaxi- 
mander have no scientific worth, and that they are mere 
dogmas based upon some half-Oriental mythical founda- 
tion ; so it becomes necessary to point out that, by a rare 
piece of good fortune, not only the opinions have been 
preserved, but also the grounds upon which they were 
formed. Now these grounds, however crudely they may 
have been formulated, were, as appears especially from 
the second of the three passages just given, of a 
thoroughly scientific character. The reference to the 
long period of nursing required by the. offspring of the 
human race really contains a very acute piece of scien- 
tific reasoning. 
Theology. 21. In the course of our discussion on the "innumer- 

able worlds," we found that Anaximander regarded these 
as gods. They were not, however, eternal, but had both 
a beginning and an end in time,®* the attribute of 
eternity being confined to the boundless primary sub- 



* Tannery, Science helUne, p. 80, n. 1, makes the very plausible sugges- 
tion, that this part of the theory was derived from observation of certain 
aquatic larvas, e.(/, those of gnats. 

» R. P. 16. 
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Stance from which they arose. Of course, then, that was 
also regarded as divine.^^ We shall see in the sequel 
how this view developed ; at present we need only note 
the wide interval which separates these "gods" from 
those of popular reh'gion and the anthropomorphic 
poets. 

III. ANAXIMENES. 

22. Anaximenes of Miletos, son of Eurystratos, was, Life, 
according to Theophrastos, an " associate " of Anaxi- 
mander.^®^ If we accept the very probable emendation of 
Diels, Apollodoros said he " flourished " about the time of 
the fall of Sardeis, and died in 01. LXIII. (528-525 

The following table will show, however, that these 
dates were purely conjectural : — 



01. 


Thalee. 


Anaximenes. 


38 


Bom. 




48 


Flourished. 


Born. 


58 


Died. 


Flourished. 


63 




Died. 



It will be observed that just twenty-five Olympiads, 
three generations, or a hundred years, are allowed from 
the birth of Thales to the death of Anaximenes, and the 
latter is made to die at the age of sixty simply to make 

'» R. P. 13 and 186. i« Phyn, Op, fr. 3 {Dwc, p. 476, 16). 

i« According to our text of D. L. ii. 3 (R. P. 17 A), he "flourished" 
in 01. LXIII. and died at the time of the fall of Sardeis. This was 
formerly supposed to mean the capture of that city by the revolted 
lonians ; but the statement of Souidas, «.v. (R. P. 17c), that the 
capture by Cyrus in 546 b.c. is meant, is made probable by the fact that 
this is one of Apollodoros' regular eras. Besides, Hippolytos tells us 
(Rrf, i. 7 ; R. P. 17 B) that Anaximenes flourished in 01. LVIII. (649-646 
B.a). Clearly, then, we must transpose the dates with Diels (i?A. Mus, 
xxxL 27). 
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him fit into the sduma. We cannot, therefore, say 
anything positive as to his date, except that he must 
have been younger than Anaximander, and must have 
flourished before 494 B.C., when the school was doubtless 
broken up by the destruction of Miletos. 
His book. 23. Anaximenes wrote a book which certainly sur- 

vived until the age of literary criticism ; for we are told 
that he used a simple and unadorned lonic,^^ very 
different we may suppose, from the poetical prose of 
Anaximander.^^ We may probably trust this criticism, 
which comes ultimately from the scholars of Alexandria ; 
and, if it is just, it furnishes a good illustration of the 
truth that the character of a man's thoughts is sure to 
find expression in his style. We have seen that the 
speculations of Anaximander were distinguished for their 
hardihood and breadth ; those of Anaximenes are marked 
by just the opposite quality. He appears to have 
thought out his system carefully, but he rejects the 
more audacious theories of his predecessor. The result 
is, that, while his view of the world is on the whole 
much less like the truth than Anaximander's, it is, per- 
haps, more fruitful in ideas that were destined to hold 
their ground. 
Theoiy of the 24. Auaximcnes is one of the philosophers on whom 

primary aub- 

stance. Theophrastos wrote a special monograph ; ^^ and this, of 

course, gives us an additional guarantee for the trust- 
worthiness of the tradition derived from his great work, 
the Opinions, The following ^^ are the passages which 
seem to contain the fullest and most accurate account of 

>« D. L. ii. 3 (R. P. 17 A). 

^^ Cf. the estimate of Theophrastos quoted above, § 12. 
'^ On these monographs see Dox. p. 102. 

'^ See the conspectus of extracts from Theophrastos given by Diela, 
Dox, p. 135. 
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what he had to say on the central feature of the 
system : — 

Anaximenes of Miletos, son of Eurystratos, who had been an 
associate of Anaximander, said, like him, that the underlying 
substance was one and infinite. He did not, however, say it 
was indeterminate, hke Anaximander, but detenninate ; for he 
said it was Air.— Pht/8. Op. fr. 3 (Dox, p. 476, R P. 19 B). 

From it, he said, the things that are, and have been, and 
shall be, the gods and things divine, took their rise, while other 
things come from its offspring. — Hipp. Bef. i. 7 (R. P. 21). 

" Just as," he said, ** our soul, being air, holds us together, 
so do breath and air encompass the whole world.'* — Aet. i. 3. 4 
(R. P. 18). 

And the form of the air is as follows. Where it is most even, 
it is invisible to our sight ; but cold and heat, moisture and 
motion, make it visible. It is. always in motion ; for, if it were 
not, it would not change so much as it does. — Hipp. Ref. Lc, 
(R. P. 21). 

It differs in different substances in virtue of its rarefaction 
and condensation. — Simpl. Phys. p. 24 D (R. P. 19 B). 

When it is dilated so as to be rarer, it becomes fire ; while 
winds, on the other hand, are condensed Air. Cloud is formed 
from Air by "felting;"*^" and this, still further condensed, 
becomes water. Water, condensed still more, turns to earth; 
and when condensed as much as it can be, to stones. — Hipp. 
Bef. lc (R P. 21).»08 

25. At the first glance, this theory undoubtedly looks Ruref action 
like a retrogression from the more refined doctrine oftion. 
Anaximander to a cruder view; but a moment's reflection 
will show that this is by no means the case. On the 
contrary, the introduction of rarefaction and condensation 
into the theory is really a notable advance.^*' In fact, it 

107 « Felting " (ir/Xn^if) is the regular term for this process with all the 
early cosmologists. 

'^ A more condensed form of the same doxographioal tradition is given 
by P8.-Plut Strom, fr. 8 (R. P. 19 A). 

^^ Siniplicius, p. 149 D (R. P. 19 b), says, according to the MS. 
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makes the Milesian cosmology thoroughly consistent and 
intelligible for the first time; since it is clear that a 
system which explains everything by the transforma- 
tions of a single substance, is bound to refer all differ- 
ences to a purely quantitative standard. The infinite 
substance of Anaximander, from which the opposites '^ in 
it *' are " separated out/' cannot, strictly speaking, be 
thought of as homogeneous throughout, and the only way 
to save the unity of the primary substance, is to treat all 
diversities as due to the presence of more or less of it in 
a given space. And, when once this important step has 
been taken, it is no longer necessary to make the primary 
substance something ''other than the elements"; it may 
just as well be one of them. 
Air. 26. The "air" of which Anaximenes spoke was not 
at all what we call by that name. The word ajjp is 
still used in its old Homeric sense of vapour or mist^^^ 
The discovery that what we call air was corporeal, and 
not identical with empty space, was first made by 
Empedokles.^" In all the earlier cosmologists, ai]p means 
water in a vaporous state, more or less condensed. 

It was natural for Anaximenes to fix upon air in 
this sense as the primary substance; for, in the system of 
Anaximander, it occupied the intermediate place between 
the two fundamental opposites, the sphere of flame and 
the cold, moist mass inside it, being produced, indeed, by 
the action of the one upon the other (§ 18). We know 
from Plutarch that Anaximenes fancied air became 

readiDg, that Theophrastos spoke of rarefaction and condensation in the 
case of Anaximenes cUone. This is impossible ; we must read vfirtu for 
fievWf with Usener. 

110 There is an instructive discussion on the meaning of the word in 
Schmidt, SynonynUkf § 35. It is partially quoted in Chap. lY. n. 37. 

^ See Chap. V. § 85. 
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warmer when rareEed, and colder when condensed. Of 
this he satisfied himself by a curious experimental proof. 
When we breathe with our mouths open, the air is 
warm ; when we breathe with our lips closed, it is 
cold."2 

27. This argument from human breathing brings us The world 
naturally to a very curious point in the theory of Anaxi- 
menes, which is attested by the single fragment which has 

come down to us.^^ " Just as our soul, being air, holds 
us together, so do breath and air encompass the whole 
world." The primary substance bears the same relation 
to the life of the world as to that of mam. The world, 
in fact, is represented as breathing ; it is kept up by the 
draughts of air which it inhales from the infinite mass 
beyond the heavens. Now this, as we shall see, was just 
the Pythagorean view ; ^^* and it is, on the whole, more 
likely that Pythagoras got it from Anaximenes than vice 
versa}^ At any rate, it is an early instance of the 
argument from the microcosm to the macrocosm, and it 
also marks the first beginnings of an interest in physio- 
logical matters. 

28. We turn now to the doxographical tradition con- The part* of 
cerning the formation of the world and its parts — 

He says that, as the air was '^ felted," the earth first came 
into being. It is very broad, and is accordingly supported by 
the air.— Pa.-Plut. Strain, fr. 3 (R. P. 19 A). 

In the same way, the sun and the moon and the other 

"» Dt pr. frig. 947 (R. P. 20). 

"» It ifl preserved by Actios, i. 3. 3 (R. P. 18). He got it ultimately 
from Theophrastos, through the biogi-aphical work which he used for his 

chapter wi^i tifx**** ^^^- P- ^7^* 

"* See Chap. H. § 42. 

"• See, however^ A. Chiapelli, Zu Pythagoras aiid AncuimeneSf in Arch, 
i. p. 582 sq. 
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heavenly bodies, wliich are of a fiery nature, are supported by 
the air because of their breadth. The heavenly bodies were 
produced from the earth by moisture rising from it When 
this is rarefied, fire comes into being, and the stars are com- 
posed of the fire thus raised aloft. There were also bodies of 
earthy substance in the region of the stars, revolving along 
with them. And he says that the heavenly bodies do not move 
under the earth, as others suppose, but roimd it, as a cap turns 
round our head. The sun is hidden from sight, not because it 
goes under the earth, but because it is concealed by the higher 
parts of the earth, and because its distance from us becomes 
greater. The stars give no heat because of the greatness of 
their distance. 

Winds are produced when condensed air rushes into rarefied ; 
but when it is concentrated and thickened still more, clouds are 
generated; and, lastly, it turns to water.^^^ — Hipp. Ref. i 7 
(R. P. 21). 

The stars are fixed like nails in the crystalline vault of the 
heavens. — Aet. iL 14. 3 {Dox. p. 344). 

They do not go under the earth, but turn round it. — lb, i. 
16. 6 {Box. p. 346). 

The sun is fiery.— /6. 20. 2 {Box, p. 348). 

It is broad like a leaf.— /6. 22. 1 (Box, p. 352). 

The heavenly bodies are diverted from their courses by the 
resistance of compressed air. — 76. 23. 1 {Box, p. 352). 

The moon is of fire. — Ih. 25. 2 (Box, p. 356). 

Anaximenes explained lightning like Anaximander (p. 70), 
adding as an illustration what happens in the case of the sea, 
which flashes when divided by the oars. — Aet iii. 3. 2 {Bot^ 
p. 368). 

Hail is produced when water freezes in falling ; snow, when 
there is some air imprisoned in the water. — lb, 4. 1 (Box. 
p. 370). 

The rainbow is produced when the beams of the sun fall on 
thick condensed air. Hence the anterior part of it seems red, 
being burnt by the sun's rays, while the other part is dark, 

^^* The text is very corrupt here. I retain /»«'iirt/«yM^iv«f, because ve 
are told above that winds are condensed air, and I adopt Zeller's tiftutf 
i/r^i/fiTMi. Z.' p. 246, n. 1. 
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owing to the predominance of moisture. And he says that a 
lainBow is produced at night by the moon ; but not often, 
because there is not constantly a full moon, and because the 
moon's light is weaker than that of the sun. — Sc?ioL Arai,^^"^ 
(Box. p. 231). 

The earth was like the slab of a table in shape. — Aet iiL 10. 
3 (Dox. p. 377). 

The cause of earthquakes was the dryness and moisture of the 
earth, occasioned by droughts and heavy rains respectively. — 
lb. 15. 3 {Dox. p. 379). 

We have seen that Anaximenes was quite justified in 
going back to Thales in regard to his general theory of 
the primary substance ; but it cannot be denied that the 
effect of this upon the details of his cosmology was 
unfortunate. The earth is once more imagined as a 
table-like disc floating upon the air. The sun, moon, and 
planets are also fiery discs which float on the air " like 
leaves." It follows that the heavenly bodies cannot be 
thought of as going under the earth at night, but only 
as going round it laterally like a cap or a millstone.^^ 
This curious view is also mentioned in Aristotle's 
Meteorology}^^ where the elevation of the northern parts 
of the earth, which makes it possible for the heavenly 
bodies to be hidden from sight, is also referred to. In 
fact, whereas Auaximander had regarded the orbits of the 
sun, moon, and stars as oblique with reference to the 
earth, Anaximeues regarded the earth itself as inclined. 
The only real advance is the clear distinction of the 

^'^ Tlie source of this is Poaeidouios, who used Theophrastos. Dox, 
p. 281. 

*" Theodoret {Gr. Aff, Cur. iv. 16) speaks of those who believed in a 
revolution like that of a millstone, as contrasted with one like that of a 
wheel. Dicls (Dox, p. 46) refers these similes to Anaximenes and Auaxi- 
mander respectively. They come, of course, from Actios {Note on Sources, 
B, § 10), though they are given neither by Stobaios nor in the Plaata, 

"» B, 1. 354a, 28 (R. P. 21c). 

6 
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planets, which float freely in the air, from the fixed stars, 
which are fastened to the sky. 

The earthy bodies, which circulate among the planets, 
are doubtless intended to account for eclipses and the 
phases of the moon.^^ 
Innumerable 29. As might be expected, there is the same diflBculty 

iHTorlds. 

about the " innumerable worlds " ascribed to Anaximenes 
as in the case of Anaximander, and most of the arguments 
given above (§ 17) apply here also. In addition, we 
must note the following points. Cicero says that Anaxi- 
menes regarded air as a god, and adds that it came 
into being.^*^ That there is some confusion here is 
obvious. Air, as the primary substance, is certainly 
eternal. Now, it is quite likely that Anaximenes called 
Air " divine," as Anaximander did the Boundless ; but it 
is certain that he believed as well in gods who came into 
being and passed away. These arose, he said, from the 
air. This is expressly stated by Hippolytos,^^ and also by 
St. Augustine.^ These gods can only be the " innumer- 
able worlds." Simplicius, indeed, takes another view ; ^^^ 
but I believe he was misled by some Stoic authority. 

^* See Tannery, Science heU^ne, p. 168. Teichmiiller nnderetood the 
references to these dark planets to mean the solid vault of heaven ; Zeller 
formerly regarded them as solid nuclei of the heavenly bodies. For the pre- 
cisely similar bodies assumed by Anaxagoras, see below, Chap. YI. § 111. 

^ N. D. i. 25 (R. P. 216). On what follows see Krische, Forschungen, 
p. 52 sqq. 

i« Mtif. I 7. 1 (R. P. 21). 

^* Civ, Deif viii. 2 : Anaximenes omnes reram cavaas iiifinito aeri dedit : 
nee deoe negavU out tacuU ; turn tamen ab ipeis (lertm factum, sed ipsoM 
ex cure ortoa credidit. 

^ Phya. /. 257v (R. P. 21o). The passage from the PUscita is of far 
higher authority than this from Simplicius. Note, further, that it is 
only to Anaximenes, Herakleitos, and Diogenes that successiye worlds are 
ascribed even here. With regard to Anaximander, Simplicius is quite 
clear. For the Stoic view of Herakleitos, see Chap. III. § 62 ; and for 
Diogenes, Chap. IX. § 158. 
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SCIENCE AND RELIGION. 



30. So far we have not met with any trace of conscious Migrations to 
opposition between science and popular beliefs, though ^ ' 
the views of the Milesian cosmologists were really as 
inconsistent with the religions of the people as with the 
mythology of the anthropomorphic poets.^ Two circum- 
stances combined to hasten on the inevitable conflict, the 
shifting of the scene to the West, and the religious revival 
which swept over Hellas in the sixth century B.C. 

The chief figures in the philosophical history of this 
period were Pythagoras of Samos and Xenophanes of 
Kolophon. Both were lonians, and yet both spent the 
greater part of their lives in the West The advance of 
the Persian power in Asia Minor had occasioned an 
extensive migration to Sicily and Southern Italy, of 
which Herodotos has given us a vivid idea by sketching 
a few of its most characteristic episodes ; ^ and this must, 
no doubt, have had a great influence on the development 
of philosophy. The new views had probably grown up 
so gradually in Ionia that the shock of conflict and 
reaction was avoided ; but this could no longer be the 
case when they were suddenly transplanted to a region 
where men were wholly unprepared to receive them. 

^ For the thoological views of Anaximander and Anaximenea, see §§ 21 

and 29. 

3 Gf. Herod. L 170 (advice of Bias), vl 22 sqq. (Kale Akte). 
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Another, though a somewhat later, effect of the migra- 
tion was to bring Science into contact with Bhetoric, 
perhaps the most characteristic product of Western Hellas. 
Even in Parmenides we may note the presence of that 
dialectical and controversial spirit which was destined 
to have so great an influence upon Greek thought, and it 
was this fusion of the art of aiguing for victory with the 
search for truth that incidentally gave birth to Logic' 
ThereiigiouB 31. We pass now to the second of the two influences 

revival. 

mentioned above. Becent researches in a different field 
have thrown an entirely new light upon such phenomena 
as the Orphic and other Orgia* which at this time began 
to spread themselves far and wide. We now know that 
all these ' religious manifestations were no innovations ; 
but, on the contrary, revivals in a slightly altered form 
of what were really very primitive usages indeed.* A 
recrudescence of superstitious feeling and practice is a 
very common thing in all seasons of public anxiety or 
distress; and this was emphatically such a period in 
Hellas, threatened as it was at once by Persians on the 
east and Carthaginians on the west. An age of despond- 
ency and even of despair was setting in, and this has left 
its mark on all the thought of the time.® It does not 
seem likely, however, that this was due to political 
causes alone ; even at Athens, which was not immediately 

' See IrUroductiofij § L Gorgias U the typical figure. 

* This ifl the oldest word for what were more often called "Mysteries " 
in later times. Both words have misleading associations for us. The 

.word Orgia (cf. tfy) means. no more than religious rites, which need not 
be *' orgiastic " in character any more than Mysteries need be mystical. 

* Proressor Robertson Smith's Lectures on the Religion qf the Senutts 
[1889] throw more light upon ancient religion generally than any other 
work known to me. Specially important for our present purpose are pp. 
339 sqq. 

* On this point cf. v. Wilamowitz-Mbllendorf, H<ym, Untern. p. 215 sqq. 
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communities/^ based, not upon the tie of kindred blood, 
but upon ceremonies of initiation and purification.^^ This 
is not the place for a detailed account of the Greek 
mysteries ; ^* but it may be briefly pointed out that the 
Eleusinian and Orphic Orgia did not differ fundamentally 
from the rest. The Eleusinia gained greater dignity from 
being taken over by the Athenian State, and the Orphika 
seem to have been more widely spread and more highly 
organised than others; but their origin was similar. 
The former seem to have developed from an imitative 
reproduction of the processes of sowing, growing, reaping, 
threshing, and the like, intended to secure the goodness 
of the crops and vintage by " sympathetic magic " ; the 
latter were an elaborate system of purification and taboo 
intended to protect the '* soul " from the ghostly perils to 

^^ On these associations see Foucart, Les Associations Hdigieuaes chez les 
Orecs. The ifyiSnt attached to an Attic yift had, no doubt, a similar 
origin. The constitution of the society (4im€»t) of Oi^geones in the 
Peiraieus is pretty faUy known from inscriptions. Of course, many of 
these societies were composed of foreigners who wished to keep up their 
native worships ; but no one was excluded, not even women and slaves. 
Isagoras and his kindred worshipped the Karian Zeus (Herod, v. 66). 

^^ Robertson Smith, 2oc. cU.: ''The leading feature that distinguished 
them (the Semitic mysteries of the seventh century b.c.) from the old 
public cults with which they came into competition, is that they were not 
based on the principle of nationality, but sought recruits from men of every 
race who were willing to accept initiation through the mystic sacra- 
ments.** This applies as well to Greek as to Semitic mysteries, except 
that "barbarians" {•ertt fann* /»n ^viiir«f ) were excluded from the Eleusinia. 

IS Lobeck*s Aglaophamus is still essential for an understanding of the 
Mysteries. See also Prof. Ramsay's article on them in the Eficydopcedia 
Britannica (where too much weight is attached to the speculations of late 
authorities), and Mr. Purser's Eleusinia, Mysteria, and Orphica, in the 
Dictionary of Antiquities, Mr. J G. Frazer's Oolden Bough is full of 
suggestive ideas on this subject ; perhaps he has not strictly proved all 
his points, but he is certainly on the right road. It is well known that 
the drama was derived from magical imitations of the kind referred to in 
the text. Surely the word itself comes from ^/Sv in its specially religious 
sense, and has not the meaning of " pantomime," which Dr. Yerrall gives 
it in his Introduction to the Agamemnon, p. xlviii. 
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which it is constantly exposed. These rites certainly 
did suggest to some of the spectators more or less exalted 
ideas of the life to come, but this was wholly foreign to 
their original purposa Their founders never thought of 
the sublime interpretations of a Pindar or a Sophokles. 

32. All this influenced philosophy as it influenced inflnenoe of 

th6 religious 

everything else, but not in the way we should most revival on 

philosophy. 

naturally expect. With us a religious movement gener- 
ally means the sudden realisation of a new or forgotten 
idea ; but the Greek mysteries and cults did not embody 
ideas, they contained nothing in the least degree resem- 
bling dogma. The initiated, Aristotle said, were not 
supposed to learn anything, but merely to be affected in 
a certain way and put into a certain frame of mind.^^ 
Ancient religions cared nothing for a man's belief, if only 
it did not set him in open opposition to the public 
worship of the State, and, so long as the proper ceremonial 
was correctly performed, any explanation of it that 
occurred to the spectator might be given. He might 
believe or disbelieve that the Mysteries taught the 
doctrine of immortality; the essential thing was that 
he should duly sacrifice his pig. It follows, then, 
that the Mysteries cannot have suggested any ideas 
to philosophy, and that their influence was merely 
external 

33. The chief way in which religion influenced Greek Philosophy as 

• . & hie* 

thought through such men as Pythagoras was by intro- 
ducing the idea that philosophy was above all things a 
way of life. For good and for evil this view took firm 
hold of the Greek mind ; it was never again lost sight of, 
and the ideal wise man became a standing type. The 

" Arist. ap. Syncs. Dion. 10, p. 271, Krab. : r$vf nx^vfiittvt «v fimiuf « 



88 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 



different results to which this gave rise were, however, 
of very unequal value. On the one hand, the ideal, after 
becoming incarnate in Sokrates, led up to the Stoic sage 
and the Christian saint; on the other, it gave birth to 
the whole brood of impostors whom Lucian has pilloried 
for our edification. It certainly enabled Greek philosophy 
to do for men what religion has done for them in other 
ages; but it also paved the way for the destruction 
of philosophy itself. The Neoplatonists were quite 
justified in regarding themselves as the spiritual heirs of 
Pythagoras ; and, in their hands, philosophy ceased to 
exist as such, and became theology. And this tendency 
was at work all along ; hardly a single Greek philosopher 
was wholly uninfluenced by it. Perhaps Aristotle might 
seem to be an exception ; but it is probable that, if we 
still possessed a few such " exoteric " works as the Pro- 
treptikos in their entirety, we should find that the 
enthusiastic words in which he speaks of the " blessed 
life" in the Metaphysics and in the JSthics were less 
isolated outbursts of feeling than they appear now. In 
later days, Apollonios of Tyana showed in pmctice what 
this sort of thing must ultimately lead to. The theurgy 
and thaumaturgy of the late Greek schools were only the 
fruit of the seed sown by the generation which immedi- 
ately preceded the Persian War.^* 



^* In Hep. X. 600 A, Plato speaks of Pytluigoras as the introducer of a 
private SUt rts fiUv, contrasting him with public legislators like Solon and 
Charondas. Zeller quotes (p. 5, n. 1) the following examples of fiX«r«f /« 
in the sense of an ascetic way of life : »mi »! fu* {ae. «i Bm»*) Stt i^<x«r«^«w 
(Sozomen, £f, Ekkl. vl 33) ; ir«r^«f ^iX*r«f /«, of the Therapeutai and 
Essenes (Philo, De vita contempl. 893 D). Lucian's Auction of Lives is 
a satire on the whole thing. Apollonios of Tyana (c. 50 a. D.) was wor- 
shipped along with Pythagoras by the adherents of his sect. 
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I. PYTHAGORAS. 

34. It is no easy task to give an account of Pytha- character of 

the tradition. 

goras that can make any claim to be regarded as history .^^ 
Our principal sources of information are the Lives com- 
posed by lamblichos. Porphyry, and " Diogenes Laertios." 
That of lamblichos is a wretched compilation, based 
chiefly upon the work of the mathematical theologian 
Kikomachos of Gerasa, and upon the romance of Apol- 
lonios of Tyana, who regarded himself as a second 
Pythagoras, and accordingly took great liberties with 
his materials.^® Porphyry stands, as a writer, on a far 
higher level than lamblichos ; but his authorities do not 
inspire us with much more confidence. He, too, made 
use of Nikomachos, and of a certain novelist called 
Antonius Diogenes, author of a work entitled. Marvels 
from beyond ThuleP "Diogenes Laertios" quotes, as 
usual, a considerable number of authorities, and the 
statements he makes must be estimated according to 
the nature of the several sources from which they were 
drawn.^® So far, it must be confessed, our material does 

** See E. RohrIe*s admirable papers, Die Quellen des lambKchiu in seiner 
Biographie des Pythagoras {Rhein, Mus, xxvi. and xxvii.). I have 
followed these closely in this section. 

^* lamblichos was originally a disciple of Porphyry, and waa contem- 
porary with Constautine. The Life of Pythagortu has been edited by 
Nauck (1884). Nikomachos of Gerasa (in Arabia) belongs to the second 
century a.d. There is no evidence that he added anything to the authori- 
ties he followed, but these were already hopelessly vitiated by Neopytha- 
gorean fablea. Still it is to him we chiefly owe the preservation of the 
valuable evidence of Aristoxenos. 

*' Porphyry's Life of Pytliagoras is the only considerable extract from 
his History of Philosophy^ in four books, that has survived. It was doubt- 
less saved, as Bemays suggests, by the marvels related in it ( Theophr. 
Sehr, p. 1). The romance of Antonius is the original parodied by Lucian 
in his Vera IJistoria. 

^" The importance of the life in Diogenes Laertios consists in the fact 
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not seem very promising. Further examination shows, 
however, that there are a good many fragments of two 
much older authorities, Aristoxenos and Dikaiarchos, 
embedded in the mass, and this gives us some hope. 
These two writers were both disciples of Aristotle ; they 
were natives of Southern Italy, and contemporary with the 
last generation of the Pythagorean School. Both wrote 
accounts of Pythagoras; and Aristoxenos, who was person- 
ally intimate with the last representatives of scientific 
Pythagoreanism, also made a collection of the sayings of 
his friends. Now the Neopythagorean story, as we have 
it in lamblichos, is a tissue of incredible and fantastic 
myths ; but, if we sift out the statements which go back 
to Aristoxenos and Dikaiarchos, we can easily construct 
a tolerably rational and connected narrative, in which 
Pythagoras appears, not as a miracle-monger and religious 
innovator, but simply as a gifted moralist and statesman. 
We might then be tempted to suppose that we have here 
the genuine tradition ; but Rohde has shown that this 
would be altogether a mistaka There is, in fact, a third 
and still earlier stratum of tradition to be found in the 
Lives, and this agrees with the latest accounts in repre- 
senting Pythagoras as a wonder-worker and as a religious 
reformer. 

Some of the most striking miracles of Pythagoras are 
related on the authority of Andron's Tripod, and of the 
work on the Pythagoreans which is ascribed to Aristotle.*® 

that it gives us the story current at Alexandria before the rise of Keo- 
P3*thagoreanism and the promulgation of the gospel according to Apollonios 
of Tyana. 

^* Andron of Ephesos wrote a work on the Seven Wise Men, called, 
apparently, The Tripod, The title alludes to the well known story. The 
feats ascribed to Pythagoras in the Aristotelian treatise remind us of an 
ecclesiastical legend. For example, he kills a deadly snake by biting it ; he 
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Both of these treatises seem to beloog to the fourth 
century b.c. ; and, in any case, they must certainly have 
been written long before the rise of Neopythagoreanism. 

And it is only by assuming the still earlier existence 
of this view that we can explain the allusions of Hero- 
dotos. The Hellespontine Greeks told him that Salmoxis 
or Zamolxis had been a slave of Pythagoras,^^ and they 
must therefore have regarded the latter as a man who 
taught strange doctrines concerning the life after death. 

It seems, then, that both the oldest and the latest 
accounts agree in representing Pythagoras as a man of 
the class to which Epimenides and Onomakritos belonged, 
in fact, as a sort of " medicine-man." For some reason, 
however, there was an attempt to save his memory from 
this imputation, and that attempt belonged to the fourth 
century b.c. The significance of this will appear in the 
sequeL 

35. We may be said to know for certain that Pytha- lifeof Pythi 

goras. 

goras was a Samian, and the son of Mnesarchos ; and he 
"flourished," we are told, in the reign of Polykrates.*^ 

was seen at Eroton and Metapontion at the same time ; he exhibited his 
golden thigh at Olympia, and was addressed by a voice from heaven when 
crossing the river Kosas. The same authority stated that he was identified 
by the Erotoniates with Apollo Hyperboreios (Arist. fr. 186). 

» Herod, iv. 95 (R. P. 41). 

^ For the nationality and parentage of Pythagoras we have the excellent 
authority of Herodotos, iv. 95 (R. P. 41 A), and Herakleitos, fr. 17, fiyw. 
(R. P. 24a). There were two widely different dates given for his "floruit" 
in antiquity. Eratosthenes (ap. D. L. viii. 47) identified him with an 
Olympian victor belonging to 01. XLVIII. 1 (588 b.c.) ; but this cannot 
be reconciled with what we otherwise know. The other date, given by 
Apollodoros, is based on the statement of Aristoxeuos, quoted by Porphyry 
{V, Pyth, 9), that Pythagoras left Samoa from dislike to the tyranny of 
Polykrates (R. P. 44a). This gives 533-2 or 529-8 B.C., according to 
the date assumed for Polykrates (Busolt, Or. Oesch, ii. p. 233, n. 1). It 
will be noticed that we have here a case where Apollodoros corrects his 
authority Eratosthenes. (See Note on SourceSf D.) 
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This date cannot be far wrong ; for Uerakleitos already 
speaks of him in the past tense.^ It is also certain that 
he founded his society at Kroton, a city which stood in 
the closest relations with Samos; but beyond this we 
have only probabilities to guide us. 

The extensive travels attributed to Pythagoras by late 
writers are, no doubt, apocryphal Even the statement 
that he visited Egypt, though it is far from improbable 
if we consider the close relations between Folykrates of 
Samos and Amasis, rests on no sufficient authority ; for 
it first occurs in the Bousiris of Isokrates,** a work which 
/3oes not even pretend to be historical. Herodotos, it is 

true, observes that the Pythagorean rule not to wear wool 

• 

in temples agreed with the Egyptian custom, but he says 
nothing of its having been derived from Egypt.^ He 
says also in another place that the belief in transmigra- 
tion came from Egypt, though certain Greeks, both at 
an earlier and a later date had passed it off as their own. 
He refuses, however, to give their names, so we cannot 
tell whether he was thinking of Pythagoras or not.*^ Nor 
does it matter ; for the Egyptians did not, as a matter 
of fact, believe in transmigration at all, and Herodotos 
was simply deceived by the symbolism of the monuments. 
The other stories as to the wanderings of Pythagoras are 
palpable inventions, and need not even be mentioned here. 
/ Aristoxenos said that Pythagoras left Samos in order 
to escape from the tyranny of Polykrates.^ This is quite 

« Fr. 16 and 17, Byw. (R. P. 24 and 24a). « 11. 28 (R. P. 43). 

** Herod, ii. 81 (R. P. 43a). According to Stein, the oldest family of 
MSS. simply reads, " they agree with the so-called Orphics and Pytha- 
goreans.'* The words »«M Bffx;^i»«7tf'i . . . Aiyv«'TiWi are a gloss. 

^ Herod, ii. 123. If Herodotos had kno^-n of the visit to Egypt he 
would almost certainly have mentioned it here. 

» Ap. Porphyry, Lift of Pythagoras, c. 9 (R P. 44a). 
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possible ; for, of course, no tyrant would have tolerated 
the formation of a society such as his. On leavings- "^ 
Samos, he chose Kroton for his abode, and there estab- 
lished his order. How long he remained in that city we 
do not know ; he died at Metapontion, whither he had 
retired on the first signal of revolt against his influence.^^ 

36. There is no reason to believe that the detailed The Order, 
accounts which have been handed down to us with regard 
to the organisation of the Pythagorean Order rest upon 
any historical basis. In the case of many of these 
statements we can still see exactly how they came to 
be made. The distinction of grades within the Order, 
variously called Mathematicians and Akousmatics, Esoterics 
and Exoterics, Pythagoreans and Pythagorists^ is a mere 
invention designed to explain how there came to be two 
widely different sets of people, each calling themselves 
the disciples of Pythagoras, in the fifth and fourth 
centuries ac. So, too, the statement that the Pythagoreans 
were bound to inviolable secrecy, which goes back to 
Aristoxenos,^ is intended to explain why there is no 

^ It may be taken as certain that Pythagoras spent his last days at 
Metapontion ; Aristoxenos said so (ap. Iambi. V. Pyth. 249), and Cicero 
(/>e Fin, v. 4) speaks of the honours which continued to be paid to his 
memory in that city (R. P. 48c). Cf. also Andron, fr. 6 (F. H. G. ii. 847). 

'-* For these distinctions see Porphyry ( V, Pyth. 27) and lamblichos 
( V. Pyth, 81), quoted R. P. 47 and 476. The name inw^fMrtifi is clearly 
related to the «»«»tf/Mir«, with which we shall have to deal shortly (§ 39). 

^ For the '* mystic silence," see Aristoxenos, ap. D. L. viii. 15 (R. P. 
46a). Tannery, Sur le secret dans VicoU de Pythagore {Arch. i. p. 28 sqq. ), 
thinks that the mathematical doctrines were the secrets of the school, « 
and that these were divulged by Hippasos. But tlie most reasonable 
view is that there were no secrets at all except of a ritual kind. Aris- 
toxenos and his friends, however, had to make out that the mathematical 
science and the theory of numbers went back to the early days of Pytha- 
goreanism, and, at the same time, to explain how there was no trace of 
them before the end of the fifth century. For this purpose the theory of 
a "mystic silence'* was very convenient. 
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trace of the Pythagorean philosophy before Fhilolaos. 
Later on, when it was thought desirable to credit Pytha- 
goras with the whole philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, 
the " mystic silence " was, of course, alleged in explana- 
tion of the fact that the oldest Pythagorean writings 
showed no trace of the theory of Ideas. 

The Pythagorean Order was simply, in its origin, a 
religious fraternity of the type described above, and not, 
as has sometimes been maintained, a political league.^ 
It certainly did become a political force ; but for all that 

--"its primary purpose must simply have been to secure for 
its own members, by means of a system of ritual and 
taboo, a more adequate satisfaction of the religious 

\^instinct than that supplied by the State religion. It 
was, in fact, an institution for the cultivation of cere- 
monial holiness. From the nature of the case, however, 
an independent society within a Greek State was apt to 
be brought into conflict with the larger body. The only 
way in which it could then assert its right to exist was 
by identifying the State with itself, that is, by securing 
the control of the sovereign power. The history of the 
Pythagorean Order, so far as it can be traced, is, accord- 

^ Plato, Rep, z. 600 A, implies that Pythagoras held no public office. 
The view that the Pythagorean sect was a political league, maintained 
in modem times by Krische (Z>e societatU a Pythtigora conditce scope 
politico^ 1830), goes back, as Rohde has shown {loc. cit,\ to Dikaiarchos, 
the champion of the "Practical Life,*' just as the view that it was a 
scientific society goes back to the mathematician and musician Aristoxenos. 
The former antedated Archytas, just as the latter antedated Philolaos 
(see Chap. VII. § 114). Grote's good sense enabled him to see this quite 
clearly (vol. iv. p. 329 sq.). It is perhaps worth while to point out the 
absurdity of the connection which Otfried Miiller imagined between 
Pythagoreanism and his favourite "Dorian State." Pythagoras was an 
Ionian, and Eroton was not a Dorian but an Achaian city, or, at any rate, 
if we say that the Achaians were Dorians, we must use the word in a 
\nder sense than 0. MtQler's, and this would deprive his remarks of all 
X)oint. 
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ingly, the history of an attempt to supersede the State ; 
and its political action is best explained as a mere 
incident of this attempt. The only way in which the 
Pythagoreans could hope to realise their design was by 
allying themselves with the aristocratic party. It was 
obviously more reasonable to try to convert a small 
governing body to Pythagoreauism than to preach to the 
masses, who were never likely to be won over. Indeed, 
a whole State consisting of Pythagoreans alone could 
hardly have maintained its existence ; and this, as we 
know from Porphyry,*^ was one of the arguments em- 
ployed against the society when it was revived at a 
later date. The answer to it was, of course, obvious. 
The Pythagoreans did not wish to convert everybody, 
but aimed at being a " peculiar people." 

For a time the new Order seems actually to have 
succeeded in securing the supreme power, but the reac- 
tion soon came. Under the leadership of one Kylon, the 
democracy of Kroton was able to assert itself victoriously 
against the domination of the religious Order which ruled 
the State. This, we may well believe, had been galling 
enough. The " rule of the saints " would be nothing to 
it; and we can still imagine and sympathise with the 
irritation felt by the plain man of those days at having 
all his legislation done for him by a set of incompre- 
hensible pedants, who made a point of abstaining fron!^ 
beans, and would not let him beat his own dog, because ^ 
they recognised in its howls the voice of a departed 
friend.^2 This feeling would be aggravated by the private '' 
religious worship of the society. Greek democracies 

» De AbsL i. 66. 

^ See Xenophanes, fr. 18 (R. P. 73). But it is not quite certain that 
Xenophanes is here referring to Pythagoras. 



96 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

could never pardon the introduction of new gods. Their 
objection to this was not, however, that the gods in 
question were false gods. If they had been so, it would 
not have mattered so much. What they could not 
tolerate was that any one should establish a private 
means of communication between himself and the unseen 
powers. This introduced, as it were, an unknown and 
incalculable element into the arrangements of the State, 
which might very likely be hostile to the democracy, and 
was in any case a standing menace to the mass of the 
citizens, who had no means of propitiating the intruding 
divinity. And it was nearly as bad to worship the 
ordinary gods of the State in a private way ; for it was 
manifestly unfair that any section of the community 
should have access to the supreme dispensers of good 
and ill at times and seasons when the ordinary man was 
excluded. The religious creed of the Greek citizen may, 

y/in short, be summed up in the single tenet promulgated 
by the Delphic oracle/that all must worship " according 
to the use of the city," and none must be suffered to 
gain the private ear of the gods for the furtherance of 

V his own ends, \ Were this the place, it would be interest- 
ing to follow out the history of this feeling, and to show 
how rulers like Peisistratos reconciled the mysteries with 
the interests of the State as a whole by making them a 
matter of national concern. 

Aristoxenos' version of the events which led to the 
downfall of the Pythagorean Order is given at length by 
lamblichos. According to this, Kylon was a prominent 
and powerful citizen, whom Pythagoras had declined to 
receive into the society. He therefore became a bitter 
foe of the Order, and from this cause Pythagoras removed 
from Kroton to Metapontion, where he died. The 
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Pythagoreans, however, atill retained possession of the 
government of Kroton, till at last the partisans of Kylon 
set fire to Milo's house, where they were assemblei Of 
those in the house only two, Archippos and Lysis, 
escaped. The rest of the story is somewhat confused in 
the report of lamblichos ; but> if we adopt the highly 
probable interpretation of Rohde,^ it can be made out 
well enough. Archippos retired to Taras ; Lysis, first to 
Taras and then to Thebes, where he became later on 
the teacher of Epameinondas. The Pythagoreans who ] 
remained concentrated themselves at Rhegion; but, as i 
things went from bad to worse, they all left Italy except 
Archytas, and went to Hellas, where they remained till 
the final extinction of the school.^ 

This account has all the air of being historical, and 
agrees very well with what we otherwise know. Of 
course the merely personal motives ascribed to Kylon 
involve a suppression of the truth which is probably 
deliberate ; but, on the whole, we may accept the story 
as a fair statement of what occurred. The mention of 
Lysis proves that these events were spread over more 
than one generation. The cottp (Vitat of Kroton cannot 
have occurred before 450 B.C., if the teacher of Epa- 
meinondas (6. drca 420 B.C.) escaped from it, and it 

3* Rhein, Mvs. xxvi. p. 665, n. 1. 

** The narrative in the text (Iambi. V, Pyth, 250 ; R. P. 496) goes 
back to Aristoxenos and Dikaiarchos (R. P. 49a). There is no reason to 
suppose that their erroneous view of Pythagoras has vitiated their account 
of what must have been a perfectly well-known piece of history. Accord- 
ing to the later story, Pythagoras himself was burned to death in the 
house of Milo, along with his disciples. This is merely a dramatic com- 
pression of the whole series of events into a single scene ; we have seen 
that Pythagoras died at Metapontion before the final catastrophe. The 
valuable reference in Poly bios, ii. 39 (R. ^. 49), to the burning of 
Pythagorean fvA%^a certainly implies that the disturbances went on 
for a very considerable time. 

•' 7 
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may have occurred even later. But it must have been 
before 410 that the Pythagoreans left Rhegion for 
Hellas; Philolaos was certainly at Thebes about that 
time. 

The political power of the Pythagoreans was now gone 
for ever, and no doubt this was a very good thing for the 
Italian cities. It was even better, however, for the 
Pythagoreans themselves ; for it led them to drop the 
merely magical and superstitious parts of their system, 
and enabled them to take their place as one of the 
scientific schools of Hellas. We shall have to consider 
them in this light later on ; it would be an anachronism 
to introduce their numerical philosophy here. 
Wantof evi- 37. Of the opinions of Pythagoras we know even less 

dence as to the 

teiiching of than of his life. Aristotle clearly knew nothing either of 

Pythagoras. 

ethical or of physical doctrines going back to the founder 
of the society himself.^ Aristoxenos only gave a string 

'^ When discussing the Pythagorean system, Aristotle always refers 
it to ''the Pythagoreans," not to Pythagoras himself. That this was 
intentional seems to be proved by the curious phrase : •< ^tfi rnv 'WmXimv, 
»mx$vfuft il nvtctyifMt {Dt Cctlo, B, 13. 293a, 20). Pythagoras himself 
is only thrice mentioned in the whole Aristotelian corpus. In only, one 
of these places (MM. 1182a, 11) is any philosophical doctrine ascribed to 
him. We are told there that he was the first to discuss the subject of 
goodness, and that he made the mistake of identifying its various forms 
with numbers. But this is just one of the things which prove the late 
date of the Magna Moralia. In Jihet, B, 23. 13986, 14, we are told that 
Alkidamas cited the fact of the honours paid by the Italiots to the 
memory of Pythagoras to show that all men honour the wise. But this 
does not imply that he was a philosopher ; for the ff»i with whom he is 
associated are Archilochos, Sappho, Chilon, Anaxagoras, Solon, and 
Lykourgos. Lastly, in the Metaphysics (A, 5. 986a, 29) we have the state- 
ment that Alkmaion (§79) flourished in the old age of Pythagoras. As 
this occurs in the middle of a discussion of the Pythagorean philosophy, 
it might be thought to imply that Pythagoras himself originated that 
philosophy. But, in the first place, the statement is omitted in the best 
MS. (A^), and is not commented upon by Alexander. In the second 
place, the purpose of the statement, even if genuine, is merely to justify 
tlie doubts expressed by Aristotle as to the relation between Alkmaion 
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of moral precepts.** Dikaiarchos is quoted by Porphyry 
as asserting that hardly anything of what Pythagoras 
taught his disciples was known except the doctrine of 
metempsychosis, the periodic cycle, and the kinship of all 
living creatures.^^ The fact is, that, like all teachers who 
introduce a new way of living rather than a new view of 
the . world, Pythagoras preferred oral instruction to the 
dissemination of his opinions by writing. We are told 
quite distinctly that there were no Pythagorean writings 
of any kind till the time of Philolaos. All that has 
come down to us under the names of the various 
disciples of Pythagoras is pure forgery, of the most 
worthless kind.^ The whole early history of Pytha- 
goreanism is therefore conjectural, and all we really know 
about the later views of the school is what we are told 
by Aristotle. It will be seen, however, that we do learn 
a good deal from that source, and it is possible to draw 
thence a few inferences as to the earlier forms of the 
doctrine. We may therefore make an attempt to under- 
stand, in a very general way, what the position of 
Pythagoras in the history of Greek thought must have 
been. 

and the Pythagoreans. In fact, it really tells strongly against the view 
that the Pythagorean system originated with Pythagoras. Had it done 
80, how could Aristotle suppose that part of it may have been borrowed 
from Alkmaion, who was at least a little later in date ?. It is worthy of 
notice also that Aristotle {Met, A, 5. 9856, 28) speaks of the Pytha- 
goreans as "contemporary with and earlier than*' Empedokles, Anaza- 
goras, Leukippos, and Demokritos (iv )i rwrts »«) *p» rvvrwy). 

^ The fragments of the ilvietyftuai «i*»^Mut of Aristozenos are given 
by Muller, F. H. G. ii, p. 272 sqq. 

» V. Pyth. 19 (R. P. 46). 

» Porph. Schol. Br, lb (R. P. 506). It was not till the first century 
B.C. that Pythagorean writings began to be manufactured in considerable 
numbers. See Diels, Dox, p. 150, and Ein ge/dlschtes Pythagoras- 
buch, in Arch, in, p. 451 sqq. Cf. also Bemays, Die HeraJclitUchen 
BrUfe, n. 1. ' ' -. 
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" Transmigra- y' 38. In the first place, then, there can hardly be any 
question that he really taught the doctrine of trans- 
v^igration. Herodotos, as we have seen, brings him into 
dbnnexion with Salmoxis, doubtless on this very ground. 
/The belief in metempsychosis is most easily explained 
as an inference from the primitive theory of a kinship 
\ between men and beasts. We have just seen that 
Pythagoras certainly held this view,^ which is associated 
among savage tribes with a system of taboos upon 
certain kinds of food. If we find that the Pythagorean 
doctrine of transmigration was, as a matter of fact, 
inseparably bound up with restrictions of precisely the 
same nature, this will go far to show that it had its 
origin in the same primitive ideas, and that it was really 
due to something like the savage idea, a revival of 
which would be quite intelligible in connexion with the 
foundation of an artificial religious community. Now, 
that the Pythagorean rule really was an elaborate system 
of taboos is well known. The most familiar of these is 
that upon beans, but the abstinence from animal sacri- 
, fices and the use of wool belong to the same class of 
observances. 

It has, indeed, been doubted by some whether we 
have any right to accept as historical what we are told 
by such late writers as Porphyry on the subject of 
Pythagorean abstinence from animal flesh and beans. 
Aristoxenos, whom we have admitted to be one of our 
oldest sources of information, may be cited to prove 
that the original Pythagoreans knew nothing of these 
restrictions. - He undoubtedly said ^ that Pythagoras did 
not abstain from animal food in general, but only from 
the flesh of the ploughing ox and the ram. He also said 

» See n. 37. « Ft. 7. 









• • 
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that Pythagoras preferred beans to every other vegetable, 
as being the most laxative. Aristoxenos, however, is a 
witness who very often breaks down under cross- 
examination, and he usually wrote with some purpose 
quite different from the mere truthful record of facts. 
It is necessary, then, to ask why he takes the trouble to 
make these assertions at all. Now the palpable exaggera- 
tion of his statement about beans shows that he is 
endeavouring to combat what was a deeply-rooted opinion 
in his own time, and we are therefore able to show, out 
of his own mouth, that the tradition which made the 
Pythagoreans abstain from animal flesh and beans already 
existed long before there were any Neopythagoreans 
interested in maintaining such an idea. Still, it may be 
asked what motive Aristoxenos could have had for 
denying the common belief. The answer is simple and 
, instructive. He had been the friend of the last of the 
Pythagoreans ; and, in their time, the merely superstitious 
part of Pythagoreanism had been dropped, except by 
some zealots whom the heads of the society refused to 
acknowledge. It was natural, then, that they should 
wish to foiget the original practices of their Order, and 
Aristoxenos was always ready to lend himself to any 
fraud, pious or otherwise. And now we see how it is 
that he represents Pythagoras himself in so different a 
way from both the older and the later traditions ; it is 
because he gives us the view of the more enlightened 
sect of the Order. Those who clung faithfully to the 
old practices were now regarded as heretics, and all 
manner of theories were set on foot to account for their 
existence. It was related, for instance, £hat they 
descended from one of the '' Akousmatics," who had 
never been initiated into the deeper mysteries of the 
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" Mathematicians." *^ All this, however, is pure inven- 
tion. The satire of the poets of the Middle Comedy 
proves clearly enough that, even though the friends of 
Aristoxenos did not practise abstinence, there were plenty 
of people in the fourth century, calling themselves 
Pythagoreans, who did.** These we regard as the repre- 
sentatives of the original customs of the sect. 

We know, then, that Pythagoras taught the kinship 
of beasts and men, and we infer that his rule of 
abstinence from flesh was based, not upon either 
\humanitarian or ascetic grounds, but simply on taboo. 
This is strikingly confirmed by a fact which we are 
told in Porphyry's DefcTice of Abstinence. The statement 
in question does not indeed go back to Theophrastos, as 
so much of Porphyry's tract certainly does ;** but it is. 



*^ Tlie sect of tlie " Akousinatics " were said to descend from Hippasos 
(Iambi. V, Pytft, 81 ; R. P. 47). Now Hippasos was the author of a 
fAufrt%U \iy$s (D. L. viii. 7 ; R. P. 47«), that is to say, of a superstitious 
ceremonial or ritual handbook, probably containing Akousmata like those 
we are about to consider ; for we are told that it was written W\ %ul^x^ 
Uv4myifv. The Akousmatics had no tradition of mathematical science, 
and we have seen that the Mathematicians ex|>lained this by saying they 
were originally an inferior class of Pythagorean students, and that 
Hippasos himself had never been initiated into the higher mysteries. It 
is simply a case of the very common process by which those who have 
kept up the original ideas of a sect come to be looked upon as heretics by 
those who have gone in for '' development." 

^ See, for instance, the Pythagorizousa of Alexis, fr. 2. History has not 
been kind to the Akousmatics ; but it is probable that they never quite 
died out, though they may have become i)artially merged in the Cynic 
sect. The names of Diodoros of Aspendos and Nigidius Figulus help us 
to bridge the gulf between them and Apollonios of Tyana. 

^ See Beniays, TJieophraston' Schrijl uber Frimmigkeit, Porphyry's 
tract, Uift &9r»x^s if^^vx^^t ^'^ doxxhtlesa saved from the general destruction 
of his writings by its conformity to the ascetic tendencies of the age. Even 
St. Jerome made constant use of it in his polemic against lovianus, though 
he is careful not to mention Porphyry's name {Theophr. Schr, n. 2). The 
tract is addressed to Castricius Firmus, the disciple and friend of Plotinos, 
who had fallen away from the strict vegetarianism of the Pythagoreana. 
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in all probability, due to Herakleides of Pontos.** It is 
to the effect that, though the Pythagoreans did as a rule 
abstain from flesh, they nevertheless ate it when they 
sacrificed to the gods.** Now, among savage peoples, we 
constantly find that the sacred animal is slain and eaten 
sacramentally by its kinsmen on certain solemn occasions, 
though in ordinary circumstances this would be the 
greatest of all impieties. Here, again, we have to do 
with a very primitive belief ; and we need not therefore 
attach any weight to the denials of Aristoxenos.^ 

39. We shall now know what to think of the various Akoumata. 
Pythagorean rules and precepts which have come down 
to us. These are of two kinds, and have very different 
sources. Some of them, derived from the collection of 
Aristoxenos, and for the most part preserved by 
lamblichos, are purely moral in character, besides being, 
on the whole, very dull. They do not pretend to go 



^ " The well-knoHii Herakleides of Herakleia in Pontos, who showed 
his versatility, now as a strict Platonist of the school, now as a strict 
Peripatetic, and again as a liUertUeur of no school at all" (Bemays, 
Theophr. Schr, p. 10), wrote a work on the Pythagoreans (D. L. v. 88) 
iu the last of these three capacities. 

^ The passage occurs De Abst, p. 58, 25 Nauck. : iVr«^«f)r«v )i nvts ttmi myrwt 
iwriwim rZf lftypv}^»tf T»ut Tlv^ctyftUutf •ri iv9itt iiut. The part of the work 
from which this is taken comes from one Clodius, on whom see Bemays, 
Thtophr, Schr, p. 11. He was probably the rhetorician Sextus Clodius, 
and a contemporary of Cicero. Bemays has shown that he made use of 
the work of Herakleides of Pontes {ib, n. 19). On '* mystic sacrifice" 
generally, see Robertson Smith, Rel, Sem. i. p. 276. 

* Porphyry {V. Pylh, c. 15) has preserved a tradition to the effect 
that Pythagoras recommended a flesh diet for athletes (Milot). This 
story must have originated at the same time as those related by 
Aristoxenos, and in a similar way. In fact, Bernays has shown that 
it comes from Herakleides of Pontos {Theophr, Schr. n. 8). lamblichos 
< V. Pyih, 5. 25) and others (D. L. viii. 13. 47) got out of this by 
supposing it referred to a gymnast of the same name. We see here 
very distinctly how the Neoplatonists for their own ends endeavoured 
to go back to the original form of the Pythagorean legend, and to explain 
away the fourth century reconstruction. 
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back to Pythagoras himself ; they are merely the sayings 
which the last generation of " Mathematicians " heard 
from their predecessors. The second class is of a very 
different nature, and the sayings which belong to it are 
called Akousmata*''' which points to their being the pro- 
perty of that sect of Pythagoreans which had faithfully 
preserved the old customs. A good many of these are 
quoted by Plutarch, who interprets them as " symbols " 
of moral truth, though his interpretations are very far- 
fetched indeed, and it does not require a very practised 
eye to see that they are genuine taboos of a thoroughly 
primitive type. I give a few examples in order that the 
reader may judge what the famous Pythagorean rule of 
life was really like. The numbers are those of Orelli: — 

/ 1. Not to sit on a quart-measure. 
2. Not to step across the beam of a balance. 

4. Not to eat the heart. 

5. To abstain from beans. 

6. Not to taste black-tails (a kind of fish). 

7. Not to let swallows share one's roof. 

8. Not to stir the fire with iron. 

9. Not to put bread in a pot. 

10. When the pot is taken off the fire, not to leave the mark 
of it in the ashes, but to stir them together. 

29. Do not look in a mirror beside a light. 

33. When you rise from the bedclothes, roll them together 
and smooth out the impress of the body. 

If this last rule were not observed, some evil-disposed 
person might stick pins in the impress ! It is much to 
be wished that some competent anthropologist would 
edit these curious remains, and c(3llect the savage 
parallels. 

*^ These are given in a convenient form by OreUi, Optisc. Orctc, Sentmt, 
p. 60 sqq. 
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Further examples of the close relation hetween 
Pythagorean and savage modes of thought might easily 
be given ; but these are probably enough to justify our 
general view. Tlie kinship of men and beasts, the 
abstinence from flesh, and the doctrine of metempsychosis 
all hang together, and form a perfectly intelligible whole 
for any one who has bestowed the slightest attention on 
the mental habits of primitive men everywhere. 

40, Were this all we knew of Pythagoras, we should Scientific 
be tempted to delete his name from the history of philo- 
sophy altogether, and to relegate him, with Epimenides 
and Onomakritos, to the class ofVmedicine-men.^ We 
shall see, however, that such a description of him would 
be quite inadequate. He is a highly ambiguous figure, 
and cannot be disposed of by any single formula. 
Herakleitos says^^ that he had pursued the scientific 
investigation of nature further than any other man. He 
at once qualifies this, however, by adding that he turned 
his " much learning " into an " art of mischief." ^ It is 
clear what Herakleitos means by this " art of mischief." 
He is expressing the same feeling as was in the mind 
of the sillographer Timou of Phlious, a sceptical satirist 
of philosophers who wrote in the third century B.C., when 
he said that Pythagoras had " fallen away into magical 
opinions in his hunt for men."" Still, it remains true 
that Herakleitos acknowledges the scientific eminence of 
Pythagoras, and we must take account of his testimony. 

*^ Called in Greek yifirts and myvfrm. 

• Fr. 17, Byw. (R. P. 24 A). 

^ I cannot believe tliat Ur^^in in Herakleitos means anything else than 
4 wifi fvfft Ur^ftn, The fragment is ably discn&sed in Diels* paper 
referred to above, n. 88. 

^^ Timon, fr. 3 (Wadismuth, Sill, gr, p. 93) : TlviayifKv rt yinrat 
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Herodotos, too, calls Pythagoras " by no means the 
weakest sophist of the Hellenes," ^^ There is not the 
slightest disparagement implied in the use of the word 
" sophist " here ; it was, as we shall have occasion to see 
more than once, the regular word for a scientific man at 
this date. We infer from all this, then, that Pythagoras 
must have had a cosmological theory of some sort. 
What it was can only be guessed; for, though he 
probably made no secret of it, he did not choose to 
commit it to writing. But certain recent conjectures 
on the subject are at once so probable in themselves, 
and throw so much light upon the development of Greek 
science, that they cannot be passed over in silence. 
Dualism. y^^' ^^ kuow, in the first place, that the Pythagorean 

.philosophy of later times was fundamentally dualist, and 
it seems probable that this dualism goes back to the 
founder of the schooL It will be shown in the Fourth 

N^hapter that the " Second Part " of the poem of Par- 
menides is, in all probability, a sketch of the early 
Pythagorean cosmology, and its details will be discussed 
from this point of view. Here we shall only take notice 
of the fact that it expounds a dualistic system as the 
common opinion of men, and it is hard to see who these 
" men " can be if they are not the Pythagoreans. Nor 
could anything be more natural than that a system of 
this kind should have arisen just at this time. There 
really was a latent dualism in the strife of opposites upon 
which Anaximander had insisted, and it was sure to come 
out somewhere. We know in addition to this that the 
Pythagoreans of later times held that the two primary 
\i opposites, the Limited and the Unlimited, were brought 

together in a " harmony " which could be numerically 

»» Herod, iv. 95 (R. P. 41 A). 
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deterniinecL** Now, if Pythagoras himself believed in 
a fundamental dualism; and if, as all our authorities 
testify, he pursued mathematical and musical studies, 
this theory would naturally present itself to him at once. 
Besides, the way in which Herakleitos uses this very 
word " harmony " suggests irresistibly that he already 
knew of some such view." The statement that Pytha- 
goras was the first to call the world Kosmos is not in 
itself incredible, and would agree very well with this.^ 

42. There is, lastly, one point of the greatest import- The world aa 

breathing. 

ance, upon which Tannery, who has done much to clear 
up the difficulties of Pythagoreanism, rightly insists. 
Xenophanes, after laying down that the World or God 
was sentient all over, seems to have thought it worth 
while to add that it did not breathe." We have seen 
already that the idea of the world breathing was origin- 
ated by Anaximenes ; but it was also, as we know from 
Aristotle, the view of the later Pythagoreans that different 
substances were separated from one another by the "Air " 



*» See below, Chap. VII. § 119 sqq. 

** See below, Chap. III. § 61. 

^ It is true that the doxographera ascribe the use of the word to 
Anazinander and Anaximenes. The former appears, however, to have 
said that the «iriy«i «vp«y«i, not the airu^t »$€fut, were gods {supra. 
Chap. I. § 17) ; and this may indicate that the term m/ms was unknown. 
It is certain that the use of the word in the sense of "world" did not 
belong to ordinary speech. In Herakleitos it has not yet this meaning, 
and even Xenophon speaks of *' what the sophists call the Kosmos ** 
{Mem. i. 1. 11). That being so, we naturally ask who is most likely to 
have first used the word in this sense. The answer cannot be doubtful. 
Anaximander regarded the world as a scene of strife and injustice, and 
would hardly, therefore, have applied to it a word which originally meant 
the disciplined order of an army. On the other hand, this is quite in 
accordance with Pythagorean modes of thought. 

^ D. L. ix. 19 (R. P. 86c). It is true that Diogenes is here quoting 
from a wretched biographical compendium (Dox. p. 168); but thi;i touch 
can hardly be a mere invention. 



108 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

/' which the world inhales from beyond the heavens.*" I 
cannot but assent to Tannery's contention that this is 

/what Xenophanes denied, and he was forced to deny it ; 
for he did not allow, we shall see, that there was any- 
thing outside the world at all. Now, if it is admitted 
that Pythagoras himself originated this theory, we shall 
have to regard the modification which he made in the 
Milesian hypothesis somewhat in the following way. 
Anaximenes had supposed that the world was kept np 
by draughts of vapour or "air" from outside the ' 
heavens. To Pythagoras this air was identical with 
the space which the geometer studied, and he thought 
of things as made of space bounded in various ways. 
The air was, as Anaximenes had said already, " the 
boundless" or unlimited, and all that Pythagoras 
required in order to construct a world out of it was 
something to limit it. This he found, it seems, in Fire.*® 
Apparently the light element was supposed to contain 
a principle of limit as opposed to the unlimited darkness, 
and we thus come very near the idea of the world as 

^^ The most important passages are quoted in R. P. 636, c, d. See also 
the article Zu PythougcrcM und Anaximenes^ by Alessandro Chiapelli, 
in Archiv, i. p. 582 sqq. This does not convince me, however, that 
Anaximenes was influenced by Pythagoras. I have shown above (Chap. 
L § 25) that the apparent return of Anaximenes to a position resembling 
that of Thales can be abundantly justified, and it will be seen later 
on that the statement of Theophrastos connecting Anaxagoras with 
Anaximenes can be explained without adopting a later date for the 
latter than that given by Apollodoros. (See Chap. VI. § 98 and 
«. 11-14.) 

*® Such, at least, is the theory expounded by Parmenides (Chap. IV. 
§ 77). Note the importance in this connexion of Aristotle's statement that 
Hippasos made fire the first principle (R. P. 47e). If we are right in 
regarding him as the representative of the earliest form of Pythagoreanism, 
this becomes very significant. It also suggests, like the use of the word 
Harmony, a possible connexion between Pythagoras and the theory of 
Hcrakleitos. 
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built up of geometrieal figures, an idea characteristic of 
the later Pythagorean philosophy. 

All this is, as has been said, a hypothesis, which can 
only be justified on the ground that it explains and 
harmonises with what we otherwise know. That it 
does so, to a remarkable degree, will be evident when 
we come to study the polemic of Parmenides and 
subsequent cosmologists. Till then, it can only appear 
more or less plausible; but we shall have occasion to 
come back more than once to every one of the points 
just mentioned ; and, at the close of our discussion, it 
will be seen that the theory advanced has as high a 
degree of probability as the nature of the case will allow. 



ion 



II. XENOPHANES. 

43. We have seen how the breach of Pythagoras with Life, 
the public religion of his time issued in a return to more 
primitive observances and beliefs ; we have now to con- 
sider a very different manifestation of the same dissatis- 
faction with the theology expounded by the poets. 
Xenophanes of Kolophon denied the ordinary conception 
of the gods altogether. His bitter hostility to commi 
religious observances, and still more to the stories which 
the poets had extracted from them, may, perhaps, be in 
part accounted for by the fact that he belonged originally 
to a region where the popular cults were more thanX 
usually cruel and obscene. The cities in the basin of 
the Kayster were inhabited by a very mixed population 
indeed, and there is abundant evidence that the native 
Asiatic element was very strong in them.^ Ephesos 

^ Herodotos tells us that Ephesos and Kolophon did not celebrate the 
Ionic feast of the Apatouria (i. 147), and we know from inscriptions that 
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was the headquarters of the worship of the Great 
Mother, whom the Greeks identified with Artemis. This 
goddess was apparently a survival from the days of 
polyandry, and her worship was, therefore, most impure. 
The close vicinity of a cult of this nature may well have 
helped to disgust the young Xenophanes with religion 
altogether. 

According to Timaios of Tauromenion, who paid great 
attention to chronology, Xenophanes of Kolophon, son of 
Orthoraenes, was a contemporary of Hieron and Epi- 
charmos.®* Hieron reigned at Syracuse from 478 to 467 
B.C., and Epicharmos is said to have "flourished" in 486. 
Clement of Alexandria and Sextus Empiricus both say, 
however, that ApoUodoros gave 01. XL. (= 620 B.c.) 
as the year of Xenophanes' birth.®^ Obviously this is 
impossible, and Diels has made it probable that ApoUo- 
doros said nothing of the sorL^ In effect, Diogenes 
Laertios, who usually follows ApoUodoros in such 
matters, says that Xenophanes flourished in 01. LX. 
(= 540 B.C.),® or, in other words, just about the time 
that Elea was founded by the Phokaian refugees. This 
was a natural date to fix upon for the reputed founder 
of the Eleatic School ; but, nevertheless, it seems to be 
too early by several years. Xenophanes cannot well 
have been forty years old in 540 b.c. ; for he tells us 
himself that he was only twenty-five when he left his 
home, and that can hardly have been before 546. He 
says (fr. 24; II. P. 80):— 

they each contained a number of tribes in addition to the four Ionic ones 
(Busolt, Or, Oesch, i. p. 216). 

^ Ap. Clem. Strom, i. p. 353, Potter (R. P. 79 A). 

•* Clem. loc. cit.; Sext. Math. i. 267. 

«- /?/m!wi. Afus, xxxi. 22. Cf. R. P. 796. 

•» D. L. ix. 20. 
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There are by this time threescore years and seven that have 
tossed my careworn soul ^^ up and down the land of Hellas ; and 
there were then five and twenty years from my birth, if I can 
say aught truly alx^ut these matters. 

Indeed, it would almost seem as if this utterance were 
an answer to the question asked in another poem ^ (fr. 
17; E. P. 79a):— 

This is the sort of thing we should say by the fireside in the 
winter-time, as we lie on soft couches, after a good meal, drink- 
ing sweet wine and crunching nuts : " Of what country are 
you, and how old are you, good sir? And how old were you 
when the Mede appeared 1 " 

Xenoplianes, then, was not born before .571 ^.c. — that 
is, nearly forty years after Anaximander, who, according 
to Theophrastos, was his teacher.^ He must have lived 
on at least tilH^479 kc., the year in which the Mede was 
driven from Ionia once more.^ It is obvious that this is 
quite consistent with the statement that he was con- 
temporary with Hieron and Epicharmos, and with the 

** According to Bergk {Lgnoh. ii. 41 8n, 23), ^^•vrls means a literary 
prodnct, like the Latin cava. It is true, no doubt, that it cannot be 
liiinply equivalent to f^i»«, but may it not mean either (1) a life of artistic 
production, or (2) a life of trouble ? 

** It must have been another poem ; for fr. 19 is in elegiacs, fr. 17 in 
hexameters. 

" D. L. ix. 21 (H. P. 91). The word r«vr«f refers to Xenophanes, and 
it is not necessary to make any change in the text (Dox, p. 103). Cf. 
also the statement of Sotion, that Xenophanes was contemporary with 
Anaximander (D. L. ix. 18 ; R. P. 78 H), which is no doubt a misunder- 
standing of this. 

'" Clement (R. P. 79 A) quotes Apollodoros as saying that he lived till 
the times of Dareios and Cyrus. It is hardly enough to suppose, with 
Diels (R. P. 79c), that the names are inverted on metrical grounds. 
Why should Cyrus be mentioned at all ? At first sight it would seem 
more likely that Clement misread Cyrus for Xerxes; but Hippolytus 
(Rrf. i. H) has tmt Kvfv liifAimv, There is clearly some hopeless 
confusion. 
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still more important fact that he is referred to by Hera- 
kleitos iu the past tense.^ 

When driven from his home, Xenophanes is said to 
have made his living by reciting his compositions in 
Sicily, chiefly, we are told, at Zankle and Katana.®® It is 
not likely that he ever settled at Elea, as is said by some 
modern writers^® The anecdote related of Xenophanes 
by Aristotle in his Rhetoric implies, perhaps, that he 
visited that city, but nothing more. In fr. 24 he seems 
to say that he was still leading a vagrant life in his 
ninety-second year. There is therefore no reason to 
believe that he founded the school of Elea, though it is 
quite likely that Parmenides was to some extent in- 
fluenced by him.^^ 
Xenophanea a 44. It is most important for a proper appreciation of 
the teaching of Xenophanes to realise that he was not, 
strictly speaking, a philosopher, but simply a satirist who 
had sat, more or less, at the feet of Anaximander. He 
is almost equally zealous for the reformation of the 
usages of the dinner-table and for that of religion. The 

«8 Fr. 16, Byw. (R. P. 24). 

«> D. L. ix. 18 (R. P. 79 B and 80). The use of the old name Zankle 
instead of the later Messana seems to show that this is an old tradition. 

^^ It is nowhere expressly stated by any ancient writer that Xenophanes 
ever was at Elea. The reference in Plato {Soph, 242 D), where the *EXi- 
armiv Uf0; is saiii to start from him, does not mean this, as is shown by 
the words xm) in vr^irfiiVf which probably refer to the Ionian philosophci's. 
It is to be feared that the notice as to the poems on the founding of 
Kolophon and the colonisation of Elea is a lie of Lobon's (Hiller, Rhein. 
M\i8, xxxiii. 529). He gave stichometric notices of all the Seven Wise 
Men and also of Epimenides, etc. Notices of this sort have therefore 
no value, unless it can be shown that they probably came from the 
Pinakes of Kallimachos, through some such writer as Hermippos. 

''1 For the stoiy referred to, see JRhet. B, 24. 14006, 5 (R, P. 81a). Arist. 
Met, A, 5, only says that Parmenides *' is said " to have been the disciple 
of Xenophanes. This weakens the force of the doxographical tradition 
that he was his ** successor" {Theophr, ap. R. P. 91a, etc.). 
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guests must not drink so much, that thej cannot get 

home without a servant, nor must the conversation turn 

upon the silly old tales of Titans, Giants, and Centaurs^ 

It must be free alike from discourteous abuse and trifling 

arguments (fr. 21). He is also a great foe to the\ 

exaggerated estimate of athletic prowess which, as we 

may gather from Pindar, prevailed in Sicily under the 

Hieronic regime. Why should a city rejoice at an 

Olympic victory more than at anything else ? It is not 

that which will fill its warehouses or improve its lawa^ 

(fr. 19). Xenophanes was, in fact, a typical Ionian; and 

therefore the combination of one-sided athleticism and 

effeminate luxury, so characteristic of Western Hellas, 

would be peculiarly distasteful to him. He has also, it 

is true, something to say of the luxurious ways his own 

countrymen had learnt from the Lydians (fr. 20); but, 

on the whole, he is chiefly, I take it, to be regarded as »^ 

satirist who set himself to laugh the Western Greeks out 

of their coarse habits and ideas, and to stir them up to 

emulation of the refinement which had been so well 

understood in the cities of Asia Minor. Now a complete 

emancipation from merely traditional views of the world 

was beyond doubt one of the chief elements in that 

refinement, and for this reason it was a necessary part 

of the task which he set before himself to expose the 

weaknesses of the popular religion. For the rest, he was/ 

not content to expound the ideas of Anaximander, without, 

as we shall see, making several alterations in them, which 

followed directly from his polemic against the common 

idea of the gods. 

45. Xenophanes is said by Diogenes, who doubtless Wntingi. 

follows the Alexandrian librarians, to have written 

hexameters, elegiacs, and iambics against Homer and 

8 
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■J' I - . — ■ 

HesiodJ^ All the fragments which deal with God or the 
world are in hexameters, thongh it hy no means follows 
that he composed a single poem on this subject. Only 
late writers speak of a Poem on Nature ; ^' and it is quite 
possible that, like Epicharmos, Xenophanes expounded 

tiis philosophical views incidentally in the course of his 
latirical compositions. The elegiacs were of the didactic 
kind common at this period, as we see from the specimens 
that have survived. As to the iambics, it is difficult to 
be certain. There is only one very doubtful example 
(fr. 25), and the attack on Homer and Hesiod which has 
come down to us (fr. 7) is in hexameters. But there is 
nothing improbable in the statement that Xenophanes 
also abused the anthropomorphic poets in what was the 
recognised metre for all abuse. The assertion that he 
wrote Silloi has probably no more solid foundation than 
the fact that the sillographer Tiraon of Phlious (flo7\ c. 
279 B.C.) put some of his satire upon philosophers into 
the mouth of Xenophanes.^* 

The complete text of the poems of Xenophanes seems 
to have been very early lost. Siroplicius says quite 
distinctly that he had never met with them, and probably 
they had disappeared long before his time.^* Our frag- 
ments are therefore very scanty, and sometimes their 
context is obscure. I give those which are important for 

" D. L. ix. 18 (R. P. 80). 

^* A poem iri^i pi^mf is referred to by Aetios (i. 3. 12) in quoting a 
wholly imaginary fragment (fr. 8). Cf. also Pollux, vi. 46. 

'* See Wachsmuth, SUlographorum Ongcorum Keliquioi [1885], p. 
55 sqq. That Xenophanes wrote SiLUA is stated by Strabo (Qeog, xiv. 1. 
28 ; R. P. 806) and many other late writers. But this does not prove 
that he himself called any of his poems by that name. 

^ Simpl. De C<xlOy ap. Schol, Br. 606o, 40 (R. P. 806). The recovery 
of fr. 11 from the Geneva Scholia (n. 78) perhaps shows that the poem 
existed in the days of Krates of Mallos (c. 167 B.C.). 
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the cosmology according to Karsten's arrangement, noting 
all departures from his text, except where these are 
adopted and noted in the seventh edition of Eitter and 
Preller — 

(1.) Tliere is one god, the greatest among gods and men, 
neither in form nor thought like unto mortals. R P. 83. 

(2.) He sees all over, thinks all over, and hears all over. 
R. P. 85. 

(3.) But without toil he sways '* all things by the thought of 
his mind. R P. 89ft. 

(4.) And he abideth ever in the same place, moving not 
at all ; nor doth it befit him to go about, now hither, now 
thither. R P. 90 D. 

(5.) But mortals think that the gods are born as they are, 
and have perception "^ like theirs, and voice and form. R P. 
83. 

(6.) Yes, and if oxen or lions had hands, and could paint 
with their hands and produce works of art as men do, horses 
would paint the forms of the gods like horses, and oxen like 
oxen. Each would represent them with bodies according to 
the form of each. R. P. 83. 

(6a.) So the Ethiopians make their gods black and snub- 
nosed; the Thracians, give theirs red hair and blue eyes. 
R P. 83a. 

(7.) Homer and Hesiod have ascribed to the gods all things 
that are a shame and a disgrace among men, thefts and 
adulteries and deception of one another. R. P. 82. 

(9.) For we all arise from earth and water. R P. 86. 

(10.) All things are earth and water that come into being and 
grow. R P. 86. 

(11.) The sea is the source of water and the source of wind ; 
for neither would the blasts of winds arise in the clouds and 
blow forth from within them without the mighty sea, nor the 



" Reading nfmrinu with Freud en thai. 

"" With Zeller (p. 490, n. 1 ; Eng. trans, i. p. 660, n. 1), I prefer Tlieo- 
doret's tuHnen to the Uinri r of Clement and Eusebios. It gives a better 
antithesis to fr. 1 and 2. 
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rivers' streams nor the rain-water in the aky. But the mighty 
sea is the father of clouds and winds and rivers. ^^ 

(12.) This limit of the earth above is seen at our feet; but 
below its roots "• stretch to infinity. R. P. 86. 

(13.) She that they call Iris is a cloud likewise, purple, 
scarlet, and green to behold. R. P. 86. 

(14.) There never was nor will be a man who has clear 
certainty as to what I say about the gods and about all things ; 
for, even if he does chance to say what is right, yet he himself 
does not know that it is so. But all are free to guess. 
R. P. 87. 

(15.) These are guesses something like the truth. R P. 
87a. 

(16.) The gods have not shown forth all things to men from 
the beginning, but by seeking they gradually find out what is 
better. R. P. 876. 

The One. 46. Let US 866, in the first place, what can be made 

/of the statements with regard to what Xenophanes called 

the One and All, and the greatest god. The following 

V passage of Simplicius is the first thing that claims our 

attention : — 

Xenophanes said that the first principle was one, or that 
being was one and all, neither finite nor infinite, neither in 
motion nor at rest. {This ia a mistake derived from the treatise 
on ^^ Melissos^ JCenopJianes, and Gorgias" which Simplicius 
supposed to be the work of Theophrastos,) Theophrastos admits 
that the mention of this view belongs rather to another inquiry 
than to that into nature; for Xenophanes identifies this One 
and All with God. . . . (Here follow ceiiain erroneous tdews 
from MXG.) . . • But i^icolas of Damascus notes, in his 
Treatise on the Gods, that Xenophanes affirmed his first 

^ Fr. 11 has just been recovered in its entirety from the Genevese 
Scholia on Homer. See ArcK iv. 652, and Chap. IX. n. 7. 

"^ I have restored the original metaphor from Aristotle (R. P. 866) ; 
-what Achilles gives is a mere paraphrase. For the " roots of the earth," 
cf. Hesiod, Works and Days, 19. I have not attempted to translate or 
amend the corrupt »«i fu vf^rkd^mv. 
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principle to be infinite and immovable. Alexander, however, 
says he made it finite and spherical, because of its equality in 
every direction. Simpl. Phys, p. 22 D (R. P. 88 B and 90 D). 

It is clear that Simplicius is completely at a loss. He 
finds in Alexander certain statements which seemed to 
come from Theophrastos ; but cannot possibly be recon- 
ciled with those of the Melissos, Xenophanes, and Gorgias, 
which he believed to be also the work of Theophrastos.* 
Alexander said that the One of Xenophanes was finite, 
and the other source declared that it was neither finite 
nor infinite. Lastly, to make matters worse, Nicolas of 
Damascus affirmed that it was infinite. Is it possible 
for us to get at the truth of the matter ? 

In the first place, we must, of course, discard the state- 
ment that the One was neither finite nor infinite. The 
source from which it comes is worthless as evidence for 
Xenophanes. In the second place, we must admit that, 
according to Theophrastos, the One of Xenophanes was 
finite, and that Alexander of Aphrodisias gave a perfectly 
true report of what he said.®^ But, on the other hand, 

^ For a clear statement of the present state of the question as to 
M. X. G., see R. P. 88. The suggestion made long ago by Bergk, in his 
LitteralurgtschicfUe (ii. 418), does not seem, however, to have received as 
yet the attention which it deserves. Why, indeed, should the arguments 
of Xenophanes have been foisted in between those of Melissos and Zeno ? 
Is it not more likely, as Bergk supposes, that we have in M. X. G. the end 
of a Peripatetic treatise dealing with the whole Eleatic Scliool, and that it 
was originally preceded by an account of Zeno, Panuenides, and perhaps 
of Xenophanes ? This would account for the ambiguity of its title, and 
for many other things besides. Of course Simplicius, who took the whole 
for a work of Theophrastos, supposed the central part to deal with Xeno- 
phanes ; but we have his own confession that he was unacquainted with 
the original (R. P. 806). See, too, Z.^ p. 500 sqq. 

^ This follows from a comparison of the doxographers. See Diels, Doz. 
Prol. pp. 108, 112, 113, 140, and the commentary on the passages there 
referred to. I do not think it necessary to suppose with Tannery (Science 
hdUne, p. 135) that the statement in M. X. G. is an attempt to reconcile 
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we must insist that the fragments do not in any way 
justify such a statement, and that fr. 12, especially, is 
quite inconsistent with it. Now, we gather from the 
report of Alexander, as given by Simplicius, that the 
reason alleged by Theophrastos for his statement that 
Xenophanes held the All to be finite and spherical was 
that he had said it was " equal in every direction " ; and 
there can be no doubt that he actually did say this. 
Not only Hippolytos, but also a much older authority, 
namely, the sillographer Timon of Phlious, bears witness 
to it.®* If we had to allow that this implies the finite- 
ness and sphericity of the All, we should undoubtedly be 
forced to accept the statement of Theophrastos ; but there 
is another course open to us. The fact is, that the term 
" infinite " was not used with any precision before the 
time of Zeno, and it cannot surely be doubted that Xeno- 
phanes might have spoken of the " boundless " All which, 
nevertheless, was " equal in every direction." If he did 
so, the statement of Theophrastos is sufficiently accounted 
for, and we are not bound to try to find room for an 
infinite earth and an infinite aether within a finite 
universe. And, if we understand the well-known refer- 
ence of Aristotle to Xenophanes as Zeller does, the 
question is really settled by it. In the First Book of the 
Metaphysics we read that, while Parmenides made the 
One finite and Melissos made it infinite, " Xenophanes 
did not explain himself at all, and does not seem to have 
laid hold of either nature {i.e, finitude or infinity), but 
said, with reference to the whole universe " (for surely 

the contradiction between Theophrastos and Nicolas. It is quite likely 
that a later Eleatic philosopher, coming after Zeno, by whom the anti- 
nomies of the notion of infinity were first worked out, should have taken 
up the position there described. 
« Hipp. B^. i. 14, Timon, p. U8 W (R. P. 85a). 
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the words mean only this, aud not " looking up to the 
vault of heaven '*), *' that the One was God." This seems 
to indicate that, while Aristotle found in the poem of 
Xenophancs the statement that the earth stretched down- 
wards to infinity, — he quotes it himself, — he also found 
certain expressions which to him implied that the One 
was finite. He knew also that the One was the world, 
and he therefore concluded, very naturally, that Xeno- 
phanes had not specially considered the subject at all, 
and that he was himself unaware of the contradiction 
involved in his statements. This, however, is almost 
incredible. We can easily allow for a good many incon- 
sistencies and contradictions in a writer of the stamp of 
Xenophanes, but this would really be too glaring even 
for him. We conclude, then, that h e did in fact ascrib ei 
to the world the boundlessness which Anaximander had 
confined to the primary substance, and it roTTows'Ifom 
this that he also denied any plurality of co-existing 
worlds. Now, it will be remembered that Anaximander 
had held that the " innumerable worlds " were gods, and 
this brings us face to face with the very difficult question 
of the supposed monotheism of Xenophanes. 

47. If there was one thing upon which all historians Wu Xeno- 
of Greek. philoaQphjL sere agreed, it was that Xenophanes monotheut? 
ta ught a pure monotheism in op4)osition to popular 
anthropuinDiphic. polytheism. Tliis has lately, however, 
been called in question by J. Freudenthal, and he has at 
least shown that the point demands a much more careful 
examination than it has usually received. We must not 
draw hasty conclusions from the fact that the first words 
of fr. 1 happen to be " One god." Indeed, if we read on 
with any attention, we come at once to a very surprising 
phrase ; and Freudenthal, in fact, contends that this line, 
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M'hich is commonly quoted as a declaration of monothe- 
istic belief, is really just the opposite. To say that there 
is " one god, the greatest among gods and men," is not to 
preach monotheism, but to make open confession of poly- 
theism ; ^ and " gods " are similarly recognised by Xeno- 
phanes in several places.^ Further, if Nve set aside, as of 
no authority, the Melissos, Xenoplianes, and Gorgias, there 
is no ancient writer who expressly and unambiguously 
credits Xenophanes with a belief in one god only, while 
there are several who speak of his belief in "gods."^ 
'Freudenthal concludes, accordingly, that, while Xeno- 
phanes identified the world or the All with his " greatest 
god,*' he allowed besides a number of "departmental 
ods " — earth, water, Eros, and the like. 
This view has not met with the assent of Zeller and 
Diels. The latter, indeed, makes the important admission 
that the entire development of the idea of god among the 
Greeks tends in the direction of the view unfolded by 
Freudenthal with so much acuteness and learning. Indeed, 
monotheism in the fifth century B.c. would be something 
of an anachronism. He feels, however, a serious diflBculty 
in accepting it, and points especially to the statement of 
Aristotle, that " Xenophanes, who was the first of all 
these {i.e, the Eleatics) to regard all things as One (for 
Parmenides is said to have been his disciple) . . . asserted, 

® Franz Kern felt tliis so strongly that he proposed to regard fr. 1 as 
belonging to a time before Xenophanes had clearly formulated his mono- 
theistic views {Beitr. zur Darstellung der Philosopheme des X. p. 4, n. 2). 
But we must not press a proverbial formula too hard. 

^ Freudenthal holds that fr. 14, 16, 21 can have no meaning except in 
the mouth of a polytheist {Th. d. X. p. 8). 

» Arist. Rhei, B, 23. 13996, 6 (R. P. 81), and Cicero, De Div. i 5 
(after Poseidonios) : ColophoniuH Xenoplianea unus qui deoa esse diceret 
divmationem funditus stisttdit. But these passages do not really imply 
polytheism, Z.* p. 632, n. 2. 
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with reference to the whole universe, that the One wa& 
god^^^ Zeller is even more uncompromising,^ and insists 
chiefly upon an extract from Theophrastos in the pseudo- 
Plutarchean Stromateis, to the eflect that " Xenophanes 
lays down as to the gods that there is no leadership ^ 
among them ; for it is impious to suppose that any of 
the gods is under a master, and no one of them stands 
in need of anything whatsoever." ^ It is clear, he says, 
that if this is so, the " greatest of the gods " must be the 
only god. We must allow, I think, that Zeller is right 
as against Freudenthal in his interpretation of this 
passage. The latter will have it, that it only excludes a 
" despotic " government of the gods by the greatest among 
them ; but this can hardly be maintained.** It is another 
question whether it is not merely part of the polemic 
against anthropomorphic gods, that is, according to Greek 
ideas, against gods in any real sense whatever. Xeno- 
phanes might, perhaps, have as little objection to calling 
the parts of the world gods as he had to calling the 
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ret. A, 6. 9866, 20 (R. P. 84). It is worth while noting that in 
Arch, i. 99, n. 1, Dicls retracts the doubts which he had expressed in 
Dox. pp. 110, 111, with regard to the genuineness of this passage. These 
were based upon the un-Aristotelian vocabulary and style. He has, how- 
ever, shown, in his interesting paper in Arch, i. p. 494 sqq., that Aris- 
tatle designedly used a different style in those popular and introductory 
parts of his writings which were addressed to a public brought up on 
Plato and Isokrates. This accounts sufficiently for the peculiarities of the 
present passage. 

■^ Freudenthal's work, Die Thedogie des Xenophanes, was reviewed by 
Zeller in the Deutsche LiUeraturzeitung for 1886, p. 1595 sqq. and by 
Diels in Arch, i p. 97. To these criticisms Freudenthal rct)lied in Arch, 
i. p. 322 sqq. Lastly, Zeller refuted his interpretation of the passage 
from the Stromateis in Arch, ii. p. I sqq. 

* Can this be reconciled with fr. 1 ? 

* Pint. Strom, fr. 4 ; Dox, p. 580 : aiira^amreu Ik ««i vtfH hSv mi »vh/i4mt 
nytftMviat S» auraTf eSrtu* »u ykf tfsev iig'^c^trfiai rtvm t£v 4iZf iwiitJfiati t$ 

^ Arch, i p. 338 sqq. 
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whole world god, provided always that the word waa 
taken in a non-natural sense. I shall come back to this 
point presently, but first I should like to make one 
suggestion. Is it quite certain that the statement of the 
StromcUeis does not come from the Melissos, J^enaphanes, 
and Gorgias?^ We know that Simplicius took this for 
the work of Theophrastos ; may not the pseudo-Plutarch 
or his source have done the same ? With regard to the 
passage of Aristotle, it is perhaps enough to remark 
that it is not the same thing to say that the One is 
god, as to say that God is one. Lastlyj if there w no 
evid_enceiQr the polytheism of XenophaneauthfirfiLiajust 
as little for his monotheisiiL 
Qod«ndthe 48. There is, I believe, one way of explaining these 

world. 

difficulties which does justice alike to the weighty argu- 
ments of Freudenthal and the objections of Zeller and 
Diels. We must evidently start from the fact that 
Xenophanes was chieDy interested in the overthrow of 
the anthropomorphic religion of the poets. It is also 
clear that he would most naturally look for arms with 
which to combat this in the teaching of the Milesian 
School which had influenced his youth. If, then, we can 
show that his theory is just such a modification of Anaxi- 
mander's as we might expect to find under the circum- 
stances, we shall be entitled to believe that we have 
found what we may call its true centre of gravity. The 
view of Anaximander was, we have seen, that the in- 
numerable worlds, which come into being and pass away 
in the " Boundless," were gods. This was, however, open 
in one respect to precisely the same objections that 
Xenophanes was in the habit of urging against the 

^ The jMssage of M. X. G. is giveu R. P. 89 A. It contains a piece of 
Eleatic dialectic inconceivable Lefore tlie days of Zeno and Melissos. 
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popular theology. "It is equally impious," he said, "to\ 
say that the gods have come into being and to say that 
they will pass away. In either case you have to say 
that there is a time when the gods are not"^ If, they, 
the universe is really a god, there cannot be anything 
more primary than itself. There can be no eternal sub- 
stance from which it is " separated out," and into which 
it is once more absorbed. Nor must you say, with 
Anaximenes and Pythagoras, that it is kept up by air 
which it breathes from outside. It itself must be eternal 
and boundless. Again, since there is nothing outside it 
at all, there can be no other world, and it must therefore 
be the ** greatest god." It must also be immovable, or 
it could not be eternal. '^ 

The question now arises whether we can find room for 
other gods inside the world, as well as for the divine 
world itself, and it will be seen that this difficulty 
vanishes the moment we realise that Xenophanes^did not 
bfliftve in anything likfl a perflnnal god at alL To us it 
naturally seems as if, in the early fragments, he were 
expounding an exalted and pure theology, because he 
denies of his ** greatest god " a number of predicates 
which we have learned to regard as incompatible with 
the divine nature. We accordingly jump to the conclu- 
sion that Xenophanes declared God to be a spirit But 
the conception of spirit as something different from 
matter did not yet exist, except in a rude animistic 
sense, and what Xenophanes proclamed as the ".greatest 
^od " wftfl nothing more nor less than what we call the 
IQflfifiriRl world When he says that this " sways all 
things by the th onght of its mind," he means no mgre 
than ^ApfiYiTTiftn^lpr had meant by saying tliat his niate* 

•* Amt. Bfi€t. B, 23. 18996, 6 (R. P. 81). 
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rial substratum "jsteers the CQurae_of all things." Now 
we are not left altogether in the dark with _rfipj:d__to 
the departmental gods. They also were re duced __ to 
material phenomena. Iris was not the messenger between 
heaven and earth, but merely a coloured cloud (fr. 13), 
and the so-called Dioskouroi were likewise masses of 
vapour ignited by the rapid motion of the ships upon 
which they alight.^ No doubt other gods were similarly 

explained away. Jn a HrapV t.hia wnnlH fiPPTT] ITIPTP. 

atheism; and YpnopVi^Tifis certn^'^^y T^f^nn^" tOL£ay.^thatJ]ie 
gods were natural phenemena, -onuher tbaa -thaLjiatusal 
phpnomena woro grnrlo And the same is true^of his 
** greatest god." He was probably far more interested in 
showing that the only greatesL^od there -was, was simply 
the worlds than in makiug out that the world wqfl s^ 
We may therefore paraphrase fr. 1, " there is one (so- 
called) god, who is the greatest among (so-called) gods." 
No doubt there is still a contradiction here ; but it is 
simply what we shall see is the fundamental contradic- 
tion of the whole system. There is no greater diflBculty 
in this juxtaposition of God and gods, than there is in 
the similar juxtaposition of " the All " and " all things." 
Cosmology. 49. We have seen that Xenophanes denied the con- 
ception of the primary substance altogether. In other 
respects he would seem to have followed as closely in the 
footsteps of Anaximander as this important modification 
would allow. He is, however, thoroughly sceptical as to 
all cosmological theories whatsoever, and it is probably 
to these that fr. 14 chiefly applies. And this is natural 

»* Aet ii. 18. 1 {Dox, p. 847). The reading of the MSS., ««r« rhf «-#iA» 

xUmftt a'«^Xa^«'«vr«, is old, for it is given both by the Pl<icita and 
Stobaios ; bnt it impossible not to be tempted by Karsten's »«t« rnv 
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enough. So loDg as he was on purely negative ground 
he felt sure of himself ; but the conception of the All at 
which he had arrived, by the process of denying the 
views of Anaximander and the poets, was obviously 
incapable of explaining anything at all. How could the 
immobility of the whole be reconciled with the motion of | 
its parts ? How could the One be also many ? 

"W^e our selves, hg _tells us, like everything else which 
comes into being and grows^ arise from earth and jvater 



(fr. 9, 10). This is, of course, the Anaximandrian view ; 
but Xenophanes appears to have satisfied himself of its 
truth by a consideration of the imprints of animals and 
vegetables found in stone.^ The importance of this has 
been pointed out in the Introduction.^ The earth is not, 
however, as Anaximander had taught, a cylinder of 
definite height. Its roots stretch endlessly downwards, 
just as the air extends endlessly upwards.^ This is a 
naturaLconsequence of the belief that existence must be 
boundless, which was first denied by Parmenides, taken 
along with the conviction that, since the world is divine, 
there cannot be anything outside it. He also held that 
the earth stretches out boundlessly on every side ; ^ a 
view which Tannery regards as due to the same senti- 
mental longing as that expressed by Sully-Prudhomme in 
the lines — 

" Que 8a face ne soit pas ronde, 
Mais 8*^teDde toujours, toujours ! " 

It is true that the feeling here described is not 
unconnected with the ascription to the world of the 
boundlessness which Anaximander had confined to tlie 

»* Hipp. Bff. i. 14 (R. P. 86a). •» hitrod. § X. 

« Arist De Calo, B, 13. 294a, 21 (R. P. 866). 
» Hipp. ;?</. i. 14 (R. P. »6.). 
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undifTerentiated primary substance outside it ; but surely 
the latter is the more immediate source of Xenophanes' 
theory. Lastly, the earth is being gradually dissolved 
once more in the water, and .will revert in time to its 
primitive condition of mud. The treatise on the iTide-- 
structibility of the World, which goes by the name of 
Philo, seems to have preserved some of the arguments by 
which this view was defended. We read there that 
** some " held that the earth had hitherto grown at the 
expense of the sea. The islands of Rhodes and Delos 
had gradually arisen from the waters. The " mighty 
gulfs of mighty seas " have been turned into land, and 
are sown and harvested ; witness the pebbles and shells 
which are found inland. And, if the sea has been 
lessened in this way, it will next be the turn of the 
earth.^ This theory no doubt explains the ascription to 
Xenophanes of a belief in innumerable worlda^ 

Xenophanes also made some important changes in 
Anaximander's theory of the heavenly bodies, the motives 
of which it is not always easy to guess. Perhaps he 
thought the latent dualism of the older view led to 
dangerous consequences, and therefore resorted to a theory 



^ Diels, Dox, p. 486, 17 aq. Cf. Prol, p. 106, where it is shown that 
most of the passage comes from Theophrastos. The absurd etymologies 
and the quotation from Pindar found in the text are, of course, the private 
property of the forger. We seem to hear echoes of the versification of 
Xenophanes in many placps. The agreement of the argument with that 
of Hipp. Be/, i, 14. 5, and Arist. Meteor, A, 14, is, however, the chief 
reason for believing the fiassage to refer to Xenophanes. 

"* Xenophanes is mentioned in the list of those who upheld an infinity 
of worlds, given by Aetios, iu 1. 8; and D. L. ix. 19 (R. P. ^Qc), says 
he maintained ui^ftgvt kvtifvt •» v^aXXa^rtut %u It is true that the 
source of this passage is some wretched biographical handbook {Dox, 
168) ; but, for aU that, there are echoes of Theophrastos in it.^ I believe 
that what he said was that the worlds of Xenophanes did not vfmXxJLwTM, 
i,e. that they did not '* overlap '' (in time) like those of Anaximander. 
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in some respects like that of Anaximenes. At any rate, 
he gave up the position that fiery vapour was as primi- 
tive as mud, and taught that the heavenly bodies arose 
from sparks collected out of the moist exhalation of the 
sea. They are, in fact, clouds which light up at night 
" like coals," and go out in the day-tinie.^*^ It is not very 
easy to see how he reconciled this with the view that the 
sun is the cause of these very exhalations; but we cannot 
hope to make Xenophanes consistent. He appears to 
have said also that, while the sun was of some use in 
the ordering of the world, the moon was a superfluous 
adjunct ^^^ This was, doubtless, a part of his polemic 
against the popular gods. 

. As the earth extends indefinitely as a flat plain east 
and west, it follows that the heavenly bodies must travel 
across it in straight lines, and that the same sun, moon, 
and stars never pass over us twice. They only appear to 
go round the earth because of their distance. This prob- 
ably means that as they get farther from us, they appear 
to come nearer and nearer to the horizon. A curious 
feature of the theory was, that when the stars in their 
courses came above certain uninhabited regions they at 
once went out. Further, as the earth does not only 
stretch boundlessly east and west, but also north and 
south, thei*e must be many suns and moons travelling 
parallel to one another over its different zones.^^ 

We have said enough to show that Xenophanes was 
not, properly speaking, a philosopher, and still less a 



"» Theophr. Phyn. Op. fr. 16 (R. P. 86c). Diels has shown that this 
passage comes more directly' from Theophrastos than usual. He is quoted 
by name, and ^vf!tm is a Theophrastean word. It occurs also in the 
jiarallel passages. 

>« Aetios, ii. 30. 8. 

i<" For all this see Aet ii. 24. 9, and Hipp. Rff. i. 14. 3. 
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flcientific cpsmplogisL To reconcile i.lin imTnQYabla,;^All " 
with thg. strange account be gives of "all things ^would 
he^impiisaible. Yet the very contradictions -in. is[^hich 
Xenophanes entangled himself were of the utmost im- 
portance for the history of philosophy, and it is therefore 
necessary for us to understand clearly how he^ became 
involved in them. To put it briefly, it was because he 
ascribed all the predicates of Anaximander's Boundless, 
with the important exception of motion, to the world 
within the heavens. The result is, of course, an insoluble 
contradiction. But it was, nevertheless, a true instinct 
which led him, almost accidentally, to the idea that the 
ground of the world must be found within the world 
itself. To show how this could be, was the next task 
which philosophy had to undertake. 



CHAPTER IIL 



HERAKLEITOS OF EPHESOS. 



50. Diogenes, no doubt following Apollodoros, tells us Life of Herak- 
that Herakleitos of Ephesos, son of Blyson, " flourished " 
in 01. LXIX. (504-501 b.c.);^ that is to say, just 
in the middle of the reign of Dareios, with whom 
several traditions connected him.^ It is more important, 
however, for our purpose to notice that, while he refers 
to Pythagoras and Xenophanes by name and in the past 
tense (fr. 16), he is in turn distinctly referred to by 
Parmenides (v. 46 sqq.). These references are sufficient 
to mark his proper place in the history of philosophy. 
Zeller holds, indeed, that he cannot have published his 
work till after 478 B.C., on the ground that the expulsion 
of his friend Hermodoros, alluded to in fr. 114, could 
not have taken place before the downfall of Persian 
rule. If that were so, it would certainly be very 
difficult to see bow Parmenides could have known the 
views of Herakleitos; but there is no need to accept 
Zeller's conclusion in this matter. There is no difficulty 
in supposing that the Ephesians may have sent one of 
their foremost citizens into banishment at a time when 
they were still paying tribute to the Great King. The 
Persians never took from the Greek States their internal 

" D. L. ix. 1 (R. p. 22). 

' Bernays, Die IlercdTiti^hen Bri^t^ p. 13 sqq. 

9 
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self-government, and the spurious Letters of Herakleitos 
show that the accepted view in antiquity was that the 
expulsion of Hermodoros took place during the reigu of 
Dareios.' 

Sotion had preserved or invented a statement that 
Herakleitos was a disciple of Xenophanes/ which is 
clearly impossible; for Xenophanes must have left 
Kolophon for ever before Herakleitos was born. It is 
more likely that he was not a disciple of any one ; but 
it is clear, at the same time, that he was acquainted both 
with the Milesian cosmology and with the poems of 
Xenophanes. He also knew something of the theories 
taught by Pythagoras (fr. 17). 

Of the life of Herakleitos, we really know nothing 
at all. The origin of most of the statements bearing ou 
it is quite transparent.^ To accept the unexplained 
residue as historical is an utterly uncritical proceeding, 
though not by any means unexampled. 
Hwbook. 51, We do not know the title of the work of Herak- 
leitos,* if, indeed, it had one at all, and it is not very 

• Bernays, op. ciL p. 20 sqq. * Ap. D. L. ix. 5 (K. P. 22c). 

^ See Patiu, HtmklitH Einheittdthre, p. 3 sqq. Herakleitos said (fr. 
68) that it was death to souls to become water ; and we are told accord- 
ingly that he died of dropsy. He said (fr. 114) that the Ephesiaiis should 
leave their city to their children, and (fr. 79) that Time was a child play- 
ing draughts. We are therefore told that he refused to take any part iu 
]»ul)lic life, and went to play with the children in the temple of Artemis. 
He said (fr. 85) that corpses were more tit to be cast out than dung ; and 
we are told that he covered himself with dung when attacked by dro^tsy. 
lastly, he is said to have argued at great length with his doctors because 
of fr. 58. For these tales see D. L. ix. 3-5. It appears that even such 
writers as Hermippos and Neanthes of Kyzikos believed them. Cf. the 
stories about £m|)edokles discussed in Chap. V. § 81. 

* The variety of titles enumerated by D. L. ix. 12 (R. P. 236) seems to 
show that none was authentically known. That of " Muses " comes from 
Plato, Soph, 242 D. The others are mere *' mottoes" (Schuster) pre- 
fixed by Stoic editors, and intended to emphasise their view that the 
subject of the work was ethical or political (D. L. ix. 15 ; B. P. 23r). 
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easy to form anything like a clear idea of its contents. 
We are told that it was divided into three discoui*ses ; 
one dealing with the universe, one political, and one 
theological.^ It is not at all likely this division goes 
back to Herakleitos himself; all we can infer from the 
statement is that the work fell naturally into these three 
parts when the Stoic commentators took their editions of 
it in hand. There is the less reason for doubting this, 
however, as the poem of Empedokles followed much 
the same order of topics. 

The style of Herakleitos is proverbially obscure, and 
got him the nickname of "the Dark" in antiquity.® 
He employs images without any indication of the point 
of comparison ; and his frequent use of irony, oxymoron, 
and pregnant expressions makes the interpretation of 
isolated fragments very diflScult His plays upon words, 
too, which prepared the way for the etymological fancies 
of Kratylos, are sometimes a little confusing.® Now the 
fragments about the Delphio god and the Sibyl (fr. 1 1 
and 12) seem to show that Herakleitos was conscious of 
writing a somewhat oracular style, and we are tempted 
to ask why he did so. All possible and impossible 
explanations have been given. Schuster held that he 
wished to conceal his meaning in order to avoid an 
accusation of impiety ; Teichmliller maintained that he 
wished to hide his profound theological views from the 



^ D. L. ix. 5 (K. P. 23). Mr. By water has followed this liiiit in his 
aiTsngement of the fragments. The three sections are 1-90, 91-97, 
98-130. 

* R. P. 23a. The epithet i ^K»rufit is of late date, but Timon of 
Phlious already called him Mvtxrnf (fr. 28, Wachsm.). 

• The style of Herakleitos is well characterised by Gomperz, Zu Herak- 
litH Lehre {Sitzungsber, d, Wim, Ak. [1886] p. 977 sqq.), and Patin, 
HtraMiU EinhtiUlthrc [1886], p. 11 wja- 
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profane vulgar. But Schleiermacher and Zeller have 
shown that all this is illusory. The truth is simply that 
there was as yet no such thing as a clear scientific prose 
style. Herakleitos could not find any but metaphorical 
language in which to express the new thoughts which 
had taken possession of his mind. Perhaps, too, we 
may even go so far as to admit that his contempt for 
the mass of mankind made him somewhat indifferent to 
the requirements of his readers. If men cared to dig for 
the gold they might find it (fr. 8) ; if not, they must be 
content with straw (fr. 51). This seems to have been the 
view taken by Theophrastos, who said that the headstrong 
temperament of Herakleitos sometimes led him into in- 
completeness and inconsistencies of statement.^** But that 
is a very different thing from studied obscurity and the 
disciplina arcani ; if Herakleitos does not go out of his way 
to make his meaning clear, neither does he hide it (fr. 11). 
Tiiefrag- 52. The first collection of Herakleitean fragments 
was that of Schleiermacher; but the richest mine was 
unknown when he wrote, namely, the Ninth Book of the 
IlefiUation of all Heresies, by Hippolytos. This contains 
an attempt to show that the heresy of the Monarchian 
Noetos was really derived from Herakleitos, not from 
the Gospel; and everything is quoted that can be twisted 
so as to favour this view. There can be little doubt 
that Hippolytos must have written this with the original 
before him; and that is more than we can be sure of 
in the case of any other writer who professes to quote 
Herakleitos. I give a version of the fragments according 
to the arrangement of Mr. Bywater's exemplary edition.^^ 

^^ Cf. D. L. ix. 6 (R. P. 24). 

** For the history of the Herakleitean text, see the literature referred 
to in R. P. 22a, and especially the essays of Bernays {Ges, AbK L). 
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(I.) It is wise to hearken not to mo but my argument, 
and to confess that all things are one.^^ -^ -p^ 32. 

(2.) Though this discourse is true evermore,^^ yet men are as 
unable to understand it when they hear it for the first time as 
before they have heard it at all. For, although all things 
happen in accordance with the account I give, men seem 
as if they had no experience of them, when they make 
trial of words and works such as I set forth, dividing each 
thing according to its nature and explaining how it truly 
is. But other men know not what they are doing when 
you wake them up, just as they forget what they do when 
asleep. R. P. 25. 

(3.) Fools when they do hear are like the deaf; of them 
does the proverb bear witness that they are absent when 
present R. P. 24a. 

(4.) Eyes and cars ace bad witnesses to men, if they have 
souls that understand not their language. R. P. 34. 

(5.) The many have not as many thoughts as the things they 

Scbleiermaoher, too, is still well worth study. Lassalle and Schuster are 
painful reading. That so nnich learning and acuteness should have been 
thrown away is almost tragic. TeichmuUer is brilliant and suggestive, 
but finds a disproportionate number of mares' nests. The chief recent 
additions to the literature are the tracts of Gomperz and Patin referred to 
above {n, 9), along with the Quellenstudien zu Heraklit of the latter in the 
Festschrift far Ludwig Urlichs [1880]. A useful summary of all the views 
which have been taken as to the real meaning of Herakleitos will be found 
prefixed to the translation published by Mr. Patrick at Baltimore. 

^' Mr. By water adopts Miller's correction il*** for tHifM. If we do not 
make this change and insert Xf in Hipp. lU/. ix. 9 (cf. Philo, Leg. AIL 
iii. 8, quoted in Mr. Bywater's note), we shall have to say that Hippoly- 
tos attributed some very strange phraseology to Herakleitos, and that 
the fragment he quoted in no way supported the point he was trying to 
make. Bemays shows less than his usual acumen in contending that 
Miller's reading would turn H. into an Eleatiq (Qes. Abh, i. 82). 

^* I have no hesitation in understanding the word xiy»f, with Zeller 
(p. 672, n. 2; Eng. trans, ii. p. 7, n. 2), simply as "argument," "dis- 
course,*' "theory," " description," or the like. The Stoic interpretation, 
as we find it in Marcus Aurelius, iv. 46 (R. P. 256), must be rejected 
altogether; the word kiyf did not mean Reason at all in early days. 
Patin (ffer. Stud, p. 67) objects that it would be absurd for H. to say 
that his discourse had always existed. So it would ; but U»r«( meaus 
" bemg true " (Stein on Herod, i. 30). Cf. note on fr. 92. 
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meet with ; nor, if they do remark them, do they understand 
them, though they believe they do.^* 

(6.) Knowing not how to listen nor how to speak. 

(7.) If you do not expect the unexpected, you will not find 
it ; for it is hard to be sought out and difficult. ^^ 

(8.) Those who seek for gold dig up much earth and find a 
little. R P. 366. 

(10.) Nature loves to hide. R P. 27/ 

(11.) The lord whose is the oracle at Delphoi neither 
utters nor hides his meaning, but shows it by a sign. 
R P. 23a. 

(12.) And the Sibyl, with raving lips uttering things solemn, 
unadorned, and unembellished, reaches over a thousand years 
with her voice because of the god in her. R. P. 23a. 

(13.) Am I to prize these things above what can be seen, 
heard, and learned V^ R P. 34. 

(14.) . . . bringing untrustworthy witnesses in support of 
disputed points. 

(15.) The eyes are more exact witnesses than the ears.^" 
R P. 346. 

(16.) The learning of many things teacheth not understand- 
ing, else would it have taught Hesiod and Pythagoras, and again 
Xenophanes and Hekataios. R. P. 24. 

(17.) Pythagoras, son of Mnesarchos, practised inquiry 
beyond all other men, and made himself a wisdom of his own, 
which was but a knowledge of many things and an art of 
mischief.18 R P. 24a. 

'* Tliis is directed against the common Greek jiroverb {Od. xviii. 186 ; 
Archil, fr. 70), that men's wisdom extends just as far as their experience. 
It does not extend so far, says Herakleitos. 

'^ I have departed from the punctuation of Mr. Bywater here, and 
supplied a fresh object to the verb as suggested by Gomperz(i4rdk. i. 100). 

*• It seems to me that we may take the fragment in this way even if wo 
do not accept Schuster's view that Herakleitos was a Positivist. "These 
things" I take to be the cosmogonies, etc., of the poets. In the same 
way, we may probably infer from Polybios, iv. 40, that fr. 14 referred to 
the poets. 

^^ Cf. Herod, i. 8. The application is, no doubt, the same as that of 
the last two fragments. Personal inquiry is better than tradition. 

^^See Chap. II. n. 50. I omit Uxi^s^f»«r ravras rag Ivyy^^ii with 
Schleiermacher. The woixls were inserted in an age when Ur»p»n 
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(18.) Of all whose discourses I have heard, there is not one 
who attains to understanding that wisdom is apart from other 
tlriings. 

' (19.) Wisdom is one thing. It is to know the thought by 
^hich all things are steered through all things. R. P. 32. 
, (20.) This order, which is the same in all things, no one 
of gods or men has made ; but it was ever, is now, and ever 
^hall be an everliving Fire, fixed measures of it kindling and 
fixed measures going out.^^ R. P. 28. 

(21.) The transformations of Fire are, first of all, sea (and 
half of the sea is earth, half fiery storm-cloud).^® ... R P. 28/a 

(22.) All things are exchanged for Fire, and Fire for all 
things, as wares are exchanged for gold and gold' for wares. 
R. P. 28. 

(23.) (The earth) is liquefied, and the sea is measured by the 
same tale as before it became earth.^ R. P. 31. 

(24.) Fire is want and satiety. R. P. 29a. 

(25.) Fire lives the death of earth, and air lives the death of 
fire ; water lives the death of air, earth that of water. R. P. 
30 A. 

(26.) Fire will come upon and lay hold of all things.^^ 
R. P. 29a. 

(27.) How can one hide from that which never sinks to 
rest ? 

(28.) It is the thunderbolt that steers the course of all 
things. R. P. 2Sb. 

(29.) The sun will not exceed his measures ; if he does, the 
Erinyes, the avenging handmaids of Justice, will find him out. 
R. P.31. 



supposed to mean research in libraries. The intention of the interpola- 
tion is to prove that Pythagoras really did write books. 

*' The term kU/ms here probably means worid-order, not world. The 
word /MTf is an accusative of the internal object. 

^ On the word wfnmf, see below, § 58, n. 53. 

'^ I read imx'u^tu yn ««' iaXmw^m fjttrpUrtu because of D. L. ix. 9 (R. P. 
29), iratXtf r« aZ rnt y%^ x^^**' ^f- ^^ Dubner's correction of Aetios (Dox. 
p. 2840, 1 ; b, 5), t<rura «*«i;^«iXw^iriiv rhf yn* uiri rw mtfit x^*' {^^^** 
Ubri) vittf mVtrfXiTr^a/. 

^ It seems to me most likely that the words »ftn7 »«/ were inserted by 
Hippolytos in order to get the Christian idea of a »^Vif. 
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(30.) The limit of East and West is the Bear ; and oppos I 
the Bear is the boundary of biigtit Zeus." 

(31.) If there were no sun, it would be night. 

(32.) The Bun is new every day. 

(33.) See above. Chap. I. n. 12. 

(34.) The seasons that bring all things 

(35.) Heaiod is most men's teacher. Men think he kne«' 
very many things, a man who did not know day or night : 
They are one.« R. P. 316. 

(36.) God is day and night, winter and summer, war ani~ 
peace, satiety and hunger ; but he takes various ahapee, just a.- 
fire,^ when it is mingled with diflerent incenses, is name^ 
according to the savour of each. K. P. Z\b. 

(37.) If all things were turned to smoke, the nostrils would 
distinguish them. 

(38.) Souls smell in Hades. R. P. ZM?<^ 

(39.) It is cold things that become warm, and what is 
warm that cools ; what is wet dries, and the parched is 
m (listened . 

(40.) It scatters things and brings them together; it ap- 
proaches and departs. 

(41,42.) You cannot step twice into the same rivers; for 
fresh waters are ever flowing in upon you. R. P. 26a. 

(43.) Homer was wrong in saying: "Would that strife 
might perish from among gods and men ! " He did not see that 
he was praying for the destruction of the universe ; for, if liis 
jimyer were heard, all things would pass away." R. P. 21il. 

(44.) War is the father of all and the king of all; and some 
he has made gods and some men, some bond and some free. 
R. P. 27. 

(45.) Men do not know how that which is drawn in different 
directions harmonises with itself. The liarmonions structure of 

" The Arktoa is doubtless Vrta Major, but the tZfi is hardly Arctums 
(Teichmiiller). It aeeros to me to lie simply tie clear nooD-ilay sky, put 
for /anfiUfim. 

•* Hesiod uid ona was the cbild of the other. 

" Keadiug inumf wvf Tor imfwif with Diela. 

" For the prohaUIe meaning of these two fragments, see lielow, 8 68. 

" The vords tlxiri'tiu yi^ wirrm come from SimpL tn Cat. (ScKoL Br. 

itb, 28), >ud lieem to me genuine. 
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the world depends upon opposite tension,^ like that of the bow 
and the lyre. R. P. 27. 

(46.) It is opposition ^ that brings things together. 

(47.) The hidden harmony is better than the open. E. P. 
27. 

(48.) Let us not conjecture at random about the greatest 
things. 

(49.) Men who love wisdom must be acquainted with very 
many things indeed. 

(50.) The straight and the crooked path of the fuller's comb 
is one and the same. 

(51.) Asses would rather have straw than gold. R. P. 24a. 

(51a.) Oxen are happy when they find bitter vetches to eat. 
R P. 406. 

(52.) The sea is the purest and the impurest water. Fish 
can drink it, and it is good for them ; to men it is undrinkable 
and destructive. R. P. 39c. 

(53, 54.) Swine like to wash in the mire rather than in clean 
water, and barnyard fowls in dust. 

(55.) Every beast is tended with blows. 

(56.) Same as 45. 

(57.) Good and ill are the same. R. P. 39r. 

(58.) Physicians who cut, bum, stab, and rack the sick, then 
complain that they do not get any adequate recompense for it.^^ 
R. P. 39c. 

(59.) You must couple together things whole and things not 
whole, what is drawn together and what is drawn asunder, 
the harmonious and the discordant. The one is made up of all 
things, and all things issue from the one. 

(60.) Men would not have known the name of justice if there I 
were no injustice. 

(61.) Men themselves have made a law for themselves, not 
knowing what they made it about ; but the gods have ordered 
the nature of all things. Now the arrangements which men 

^ I read irakitrcvtt from fr. 56, Byw. Ou irakivr^txts, see below, n. 60, 
and Chap. IV. n. 11. 

* Perhaps avrilttf has here a more primitive sense, such as ** opposite 
friction " (cf. lim), 

* Adopting Mr. By water's reconstruction of the fragment given in his 
critical note. 
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have made are never constant, neither when they are right 
nor when they are wrong ; hut all the arrangements which the 
gods have made are always right, hoth wlien they are right 
and when they are wrong ; so great is the difference.^^ R. P. 
37c. 

(62.) We must know that war is the common and justice is 
strife, and that all things come into being and pass away (1) 
through strife. 

(63.) ... for they are undoubtedly allotted by destiny. ^^ 

(64.) All the things wo see when awake are death,^ even as 
the things we see in slumber are sleep. R. P. 346. 

(65.) Wisdom is one only. It is willing and unwilling to be 
called by the name of Zeus. R. P. 32. 

(66.) The bow (fiio^) is called life ()3ios), but its work is 
death. R. P. 40c, note 2. 

(67.) Mortals are immortals and immortals are mortals, the 
one living the other's death and dying the other's life. 
R. X • uo. 

(68.) For it is death to souls to become water, and death to 
water to become earth. But water comes from earth ; and, 
from water, soul. R P. 30 B. 

(69.) The way up and the way down is one and the same. 
R P. 29d, 

(70.) The beginning and the end are common (to both paths). 

(71.) You will not find the boundaries of soid by travelling 
in any direction. R P. 33(1. 

(72.) It is pleasure to souls to become moist R. P. 386. 

(73.) A man, when he gets drunk, is led by a beardless 
lad, knowing not where he steps, having his soul moist. 
R. P. 34. 

(74-76.) The dry soul is the wisest and best.^^ R. P. 34. 

" Cf. R. P. 37. I hare not hesitated to substitute the words given by 
Ps.-Hippokrates, JDe Diceta, i. 11 (R. P. 37e), for the paraphrase of the 
Homeric scholiast. They have unquestionably the true Herakleiteaa 
ring. See n, 56. 

** That is, I suppose, war, strife, and the like, which are spoken of in 
the foregoing fragments. 

» That is, they are the death of Fire (fr. 25). 

^ This fragment is interesting because of the great antiquity of the 
comiptions which it has suffered. I cannot help thinking that Stephauus 
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(77.) Man is kindled and put out like a light in the night- 
time. 

(78.) The quick and the dead, the ^raking and the sleeping, 
the young and the old, are the same ; the former are changed 
and become the latter, and the latter in turn are changed into 
the former. R P. 39. 

(79.) Time is a child playing draughts, the kingly power is a 
chUd's. R. P. 32a. 

(80.) I have sought to know myself. R. P. 40. 

(81.) We step and do not step into the same rivers ; we are 
and are not. R P. 26a. 

(82.) It is a weariness to labour at the same things and to be 
always beginning afresh. 

(83.) It finds rest in change. 

(84.) Even the ingredients of a posset separate if it is not 
stirred. 

(85.) Corpses are more fit to be cast out than dung. 

(86.) When they are bom, they wish to live and to meet 
with their dooms — or rather to rest, and they leave children 
behind them to meet with dooms in turn. 

(87-89.) A man may be a grandfather in thirty years. 

(90.) Those who are asleep are fellow- workers. . . . 

(91.) Wisdom is common to all things. Those who speak 

saw the tnie state of the case more clearly tlian most of his successors 
have done ; and, judging from his obeli, Mr. Bjwater seems to think so 
too. According to him we should read : aSh ^pvxh etfmrmrn »«! tiflwrn, 
Infn (or rather (ftfs— the Ionic form would only ap^iear when the word got 
into the text) being a mere gloss upon the somewhat unusual mCti. 
When ODce In^ got into the text, tiSti became •iyn, and we get the 
sentence: "the dry light is the wisest soul," whence the Biccum lumefi 
of Bacon. Now this reading is certainly as old as Plutarch, who, in his 
life of Romulus, c. 28, takes avyn to mean lightning, as it sometimes does, 
and supposes the idea to be that the wise soul bursts through the prison 
of the body like dry lightning (whatever that may be) through a cloud. 
I do not think that Clement's making the same mistake proves anything 
at all (Zeller, p. 643, n. 2 ; £ng. trans, i. p. 80, n. 2), except that he had 
read his Plutarch. The idea implied as to the relation between soul and 
body is Neoplatonic. Lastly, it is worth noticing that, though Plutarch 
must have written myyn, the MSS. vary between avrn and aM, The 
next stage is the corruption of the comipt »yyn into tS yi. This yields 
the sentiment that " where the earth is dry, the soul is wisest," and is as 
old as Philo (see Mr. Bywater's notes). 
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with intelligence must hold fast to the common as a city t^^KoIds 
fast to its law^ and even more strongly. For all human } ^laws 
are fed by one thing, the divine. It prevails as much as^** it 
will, and suffices for all things with something to sparry 
R. P. 35. 

(92.) Though wisdom ^ is common, yet the many live as if 
they had a wisdom of their own. R. P. 36. 

(93.) They are estranged from that with which they have 
most constant intercourse. 

(94.) It is not meet to act and speak like men asleep. 

(95.) The waking have one and the same world, but the 
sleeping turn aside each into a world of his own. 

(96.) The way of man has no wisdom, but that of the gods 
has. R. P. 37. 

(97.) Man is called a baby by god, even as a child by a man. 
R. P. 37. 

(98, 99.) The wisest man is an ape compared to god, just as 
the most beautiful ape is ugly compared to man. 

(100.) The people must fight for its law as for its walls. 
R. l\ 40. 

(101.) Greater deaths win greater portions. R. P. 40d. 

(102.) Gods and men honour those who are slain in battle. 
R. P. iOd. 

(103.) Wantonness needs to be extinguished even more than 
a conflagration. R. P. iOd. 

(104.) It is not good for men to get all they wish to get. It 
is disease that makes health pleasant and good ; himger, plenty 
and weariness, rest. R. P. 406. 

(105-107.) It is hard to fight with desire.3« Whatever it 
wishes to get, it purchases at the cost of soul. R. P. 40rf. 

(108, 109.) It is best to hide folly; but it is a hard task in 
times of relaxation, over our cups. 

(110.) And it is the law, too, that we obey the counsel of 
one. R. P. iOd, 

^ I read r«v ^ptAuf instead of rav xiyw here. It is r* f^tnuw which is 
fiaid to be "common" in fr. 91, of which this seems to be the direct 
continuation. The xtnis xiytt of the Stoics accounts for the change. 

"^ I suppose fvftis to be used in the Homeric sense. The gratification of 
desire implies the exchange of dry soul-fire (fr. 74) for moisture (fr. 72). 
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(111.) For what thought or wisdom have they? They 
follow the poets and take the crowd as their teacher, knowing 
not that there are many had and few good. For even the hest 
of them choose one thing above all others, immortal glory 
among mortals, while most of them fill their bellies like beasts. 
R. P. 24a. 

(112.) In Priene lived Bias, son of Teutamas, who is of more 
account than the rest. (He said, " Most men are bad.") 

(113.) One is as ten thousand to me, if he be the best. 
R. P. 24a. 

(114.) The Ephesians would do well to hang themselves, 
every grown man of them, and leave the city to beardless 
youths; for they have cast out Hermodoros, the best man 
among them, saying : " We will have none who is best among 
us ; if there be any such, let him be so elsewhere and among 
others." R. P. 22ft. 

(115.) Dogs bark at every one they do not know. R. P. 24a. 

(116.) . . . (The wise man) is not known because of men's 
want of belief. 

(117.) The fool is fluttered at every word. E. P. 36ft. 

(118.) The most esteemed of those in estimation knows how 
to feign ; yet of a truth justice shall overtake the artificers of 
lies and the false witn esses. ^^ 

(119.) Homer should be turned out of the lists and whipped, 
and Archilochos likewise. R. P. 24. 

(120.) One day is equal to another. 

(121.) Man's character is his fate. 

(122.) There awaits men when they die such things as they 
look not for nbr dream of. R. P. 38ri. 

(123.) , . . that they rise up and become the guardians of 
the hosts ^ of the quick and dead. R. P. 38d. 

(124.) Night-walkers, Magians, priests of Bakchos and 
priestesses of the wine-vat, mystery-mongera. . . . 

(125.) The mysteries into which men are initiated are unholy. 
R. P. 40. 



*' The reference is doubtless to Homer or Uesio<l. 

^ Adopting the correction suggebted by Mr. Bywater in liis critical 
note. The reading suggested in the note to R. P. cd. 7 (iv «)«> iivrtit or 
iSi§fTms}, also deserves consideration. 
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(126.) And they pray to these images, as if one were to talk 
with a man's house, knowing not what gods or heroes are. 
R. P. 40c. 

(127.) For if it were not to Dionysos that they made a pro- 
cession and sang the shameful phallic hymn, they would be 
acting most shamelessly. But Hades is the same as Dionysos 
in whose honour they go mad and keep the feast of the wine- 
vat R. P. 40e. 

(129, 130.) They purify themselves by defiling themselves 
with blood, just as if one who had stepped into the mud were 
to go and wash his feet in mud. 

Thedoxo. 53. It wiU be seen that some of these fragments are 

yrup^ica ra- ^^^ ^^^ j^^^ clear, and there are probably not a few of 

which the meaning will never be recovered. We natur- 
ally turn, then, to the doxogi'aphers for a clue to guide 
us through the labyrinth ; but, as ill-luck will have it, 
they are far less instructive with regard to Herakleitos 
than we have found them in other cases. We liave, in 
fact, two great difiRculties to contend with. The first is, 
the unusual weakness of the doxographical tradition 
itself. Hippolytos, upon whom we can generally rely 
for a fairly accurate account of what Theophrastos really 
said, derived the material for his first four chapters, which 
treat of Thales, Pythagoras, Herakleitos, and Empedokles, 
not from the excellent epitome of Theophrastos which he 
afterwards used, but from a wretched biographical com- 
pendium.*® For the most part, this seems to have consisted 
of apocryphal anecdotes and apophthegms. It was based, 
further, on some writer of Successions who regarded 
Herakleitos and Empedokles as Pythagoreans. They 
are therefoi^e placed side by side, and their doctrines are 

^ On the source used by Hippolytos in the first four chapters of /?^. 
i., sec Diets, Dox. p. 145. We must carefully distinguish Be/, i. and 
Hff, ix. as sources of information about Herakleitos. 
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hopelessly mixed up together. The link between Herak- 
leitos and the Pythagoreans was Hippasos of Metapon- 
tion, in whose system, as has been mentioned already, 
fire played an important part. Theophrastos, following 
Aristotle, had spoken of the two in the same sentence, 
and this was quite enough to put the writers of Succcs- 
aions off the track.*^ The extreme limit of confusion is 
reached by Justin, who, in a careless extract from the 
Pladta, actually makes Herakleitos a Metapontine, We 
are forced, then, to look to the more detailed of the two 
accounts ^^ of the opinions of Herakleitos given in Diogenes 
Laertios, which goes back to the Vetusia Pladta, and is, 
fortunately, pretty full and accurate. All the other 
sources are more or less tainted. 

The second difiBculty which we have to face is even 
more serious. Schleiermacher rightly insisted upon the 
fact that most of the commentators upon Herakleitos 
mentioned in Diogenes were Stoics,*^ and it is likely that 
their paraphrases were sometimes taken for the original. 
Now, the Stoics held the Ephesiau in peculiar veneration, 
and therefore sought to interpret him as far as possible 
in accordance with their own system. Further, they were 
more than usually unscrupulous in " accommodating " *^ 
the views of earlier thinkers to their own, and this has 

^ Aiist. Met, A, 3. 984a, 7 (R. P. 47c) ; Theophr. Phyn, Op. ap. Simiil. 
Phys, 33 D (R. P. 29c). 

*^ For these double accounts sec Diels, Box. p. 163 sq., and 3^o^e on 
Sources, B, § 15. 

« D. L. ix. 15 (R. P. 23c). 

*^ The word fvvtt»Mvv is used for this by Philodenios, De Pieiatet c. 1 3 ; 
and Cicero {N. D. i. 41) renders it by ojccommodavt, ChryMij)j)08 in 
])articular gave a great impulse to this sort of inter2)retation, and iilled 
liis books with quotations of all sorts which were sup^Msed to support 
Stoic theories (Krische, Fornch. p. 480). Good examples are Act. i. 13. 
2, 28. 1 ; iv. 3. 12, where distinctively Stoic views are ascribed to Herak- 
leitos. 
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had very serious consequences. In particular, the Stoic 
theories of the world-intellect and the world-conflagration 
are constantly ascribed to Herakleitos by our authorities, 
and the very fragments are often adulterated with scraps 
of Stoic terminology. 
The diMcovery o4. Herakleitos looks down^ not only upon the mass of 

of Herakleitos. , ^ n ... ' m. ^ 

men, but even upon all previous inquirers into natur& 
Such an attitude can be explained only on the supposition 
that he believed himself to have attained insight into some 
important truth which had not been hitherto recognised, 
though it was, as it were, staring men in the face (fr. 93). 
Clearly, then, if we wish to get at the central thing in 
his teaching, we must try to find out of what he was 
thinking when he launched into all those denunciations 
of human dulness and ignorance. This is the point to 
which Patin has chiefly called attention. He has insisted 
that we must regard the whole system in the light of the 
answer we give to this question ; and there can be no doubt 
that his procedure, if practicable, is a sound one. Now 
the answer to the question which has just been asked 
seems to be given in two fragments, 18 and 45. From 
these we gather that the truth which has hitherto been 
ignored is that the many apparently independent and 
conflicting things we know are really one, and that, on 
the other hand, this one is not something which does not 
admit of multiplicity, but that it is also many. The 
" strife of opposites " is really a " harmony." From this 
it naturally follows that wisdom is not the acquirement 
of a knowledge of many things, regarded as separate and 
conflicting, but is the perception of the underlying 
harmony of the warring opposites. It consists, not in a 
mass of information, but in the clear apprehension of the 
single fact (fr. 19) that opposites are one, that they are 
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but the two faces of the fire which is the thought 
that rules the world. The statement that this really 
iB the fundamental thought of Herakleitos is con- 
firmed by Philo, who, no doubt, had the complete 
work before him. He says : " For that which is 
made up of both the opposites is one ; and, when 
the one is divided, the opposites are disclosed. Is 
not this just what the Greeks say their great and 
much belauded Herakleitos put in the forefront of his 
philosophy as summing it all up, and boasted of as a 
new discovery ? " ** We shall take the various elements 
of this theory one by one, and see how they are to be 
understood. 

55, Xenophanes, by denyin<; that the One could move The One and 

^ ' 'f J ^ the Many. 

or change, had made it impossible for himself to explain 
the changeful and moving Many, and was left face to 
face with an unsolved and insoluble contradiction, which 
did not, in all probability, disturb him very much. 
Herakleitos, by a partial return to the Milesian system, 
and by denying of the One everything which would 
render it incapable of explaining the world, once more 
made possible a coherent cosmology. That his system 
was really worked out in opposition to Xenophanes seems 
highly probable, though it has often been disputed on 
the ground that when Xenophanes spoke of the One he 
meant God, We have seen, however, that God with 
him was just the world. To arrive at the One, " you 
must," says Herakleitos, " couple together things whole 
and things not whole," that is, you must take account 
both of its unity and its division ; for " the One is made 
up of all things, and all things issue from the One " 
(fr. 59). The One does not, in fact, stand alongside of 

** Philo, Rer. Div. Ihr. 43 (R. P. 27«). 

lO 
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all things, but includes them. They are in it, and it in 
them« 

The credit of having been the first to see that the One 
and the Many could be reconciled, is expressly assigned 
to Herakleitos by Plato. In the Sophist (242 D), the 
Eleatic stranger, after explaining how the Eleatica and 
their predecessors (no doubt the Milesians) had main- 
tained that what we call many is really one, proceeds — 

But certain Ionian and (at a later date) certain Sicilian Muses 
remarked that it was safest to unite these two things, and to 
say that reality is both many and one, and is kept together by 
Hate and Love. "For," say the more severe Muses, "in its 
division it is always being brought together " (cf. fr. 59) ; while 
the softer Muses relaxed the requirement that this should 
always be so, and said that the All was alternately one and at 
peace through the power of Aphrodite, and many and at war 
with itself because of something tliey called Strife. 

In this passage the Ionian Muses stand, of course, for 
Herakleitos, and the Sicilian for Empedokles. We 
remark also that the dififerentiation of the one into many, 
and the integration of the many into one, are both eternal 
and simultaneous, and that this is the ground upon 
which the system of Herakleitos is contrasted with that 
of Empedokles. We shall come back to this point 
again. Meanwhile we confine ourselves to this, that 
Herakleitos announced the doctrine of identity in and 
through difference as a means of bridging over the gulf 
which Xenophanes had allowed to subsist between " the 
All " and " all things." 

^ Patin has reconstructed the begintiing of the work of Herukleitos in 
accordance with this, taking the fragments in the order, 1, 2, 98, 5, S, 
111, 91, 92. This, no doubt, fairly represents the theory ; but I see no 
reason for believing that H. delivered lumself of his whole doctrine at 
the very beginning of his book. Philo {(oc, cil.) does not necessarily 
mean this. 
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We must be careful, however, not to imagine that 
what Herakleitos thus discovered was a logical principle. 
This was the great mistake of Lassalle's book.^ The 
identity in and through difference which he proclaimed 
was purely physical ; logic did not yet exist, and as the 
principle of identity had- not been formulated, it would 
have been impossible to protest against an abstract 
application of it The identity which he explains as 
consisting in difference is simply that of the primary 
substance in all its manifestations. This identity had 
already been, clearly realised by the Milesians, but they 
had found a difficulty in the difference. Anaximander 
had treated the strife of opposites as an " injustice," and 
what Herakleitos set himself to show was that, on the 
contrary, it was the highest justice (fr. 62). 

^ The source of his error was Heg*»r8 really extraordinary statement 
that there was no proposition of H(;rakIeitos that he had not taken np 
into his own logic {Owch. d. Phil. i. 328). The example which he cit^s 
is the statement that Being does not exist any more than not-Beiog, for 
which he refers to Arist. Met, A, 4. This, however, is not there ascribed 
to Herakleitos at all, but to Leukippos or Demokritos, with whom it 
meant that space was as real as matter (§ 151). Aristotle does, indeed, 
tell lis in the Meiaphyitics that '' some" think Herakleitos snys that the 
same thing can be and not be ; but he adds that it does not follow that a 
man thinks what he says {Met. r, 3. 10056, 24). I take this to mean that, 
though Herakleitos did make this assertion in words, he did not mean by 
it what the same assertion would naturally have meant at a later date. 
Herakleitos was speaking only of nature, the logical meaning of the wordd 
never occurred to him (Emminger, Vors. Ph. n. d. Ber. dts Ar. p. 49). 
This is confirmed by E, 5. 10623, 31, where we are told that by being 
questioned in a certain manner H. could be made to admit the principle 
of contradiction ; as it was, he did not understand what he said. In 
other words, he was unconscious of its logical bearing. 

These passages show clearly enough that Aristotle wais aware that the 
theories of Herakleitos were not to be understood in a logical sense. On 
the other hand, this does not prevent him from saying that according to 
the view of Herakleitos, everything would be true {Met. A, 7. 1012a, 24). 
If we remember the tme account of his attitude to earlier thinkers, this 
will not lead us to suspect either his good faith or Ills intelligence. (See 
Sote on Sourca/f A. § 2.) 
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e. 56. All this made it necessary for him to seek out 
some new primary substance. He wanted, not merely 
something out of which the diversified world we know 
might conceivably be made, or from which opposites 
could be "separated out/' but something which of its 
own nature would pass into everything else, while every- 
thing else would pass in turn into it This he found in 
Fire, — real fire, of course, *' that bums and crackles," as 
Teichmiiller puts it. The idea that he used fire as a 
symbol, or meant by it something inaccessible to the 
senses, is a mere survival of the interpretation of early 
Greek thought which Zeller finally overthrew.*^ And it 
is easy to see why he should have fixed upon fire. If 
we consider the phenomenon of combustion, even as it 
appears to the plain man, we shall understand this at 

*' Yet evea Zeller speaks of a syiubol in tliis connexion. That tlie 
Fire of Herakleitos was sonietliing on quite the same level as the ' ' Air " 
of Anaximenes is, however, clearly implied in such passages as Arist. MfU 
A, 3. 984a, 5. In support of the view that something different from 
common fire is meant, Plato, Krat, 413 C, is sometimes quoted ; but a con- 
sideration of the context shows that the passage will not bear this inter- 
)>retation. Plato is there discussing the fanciful derivation of liumtaw from 
)m*i«v, and we must admit that ii»n was a prominent Herakleitean con- 
ception, and that a good deal that is here said may be the authentic 
doctrine of the s(^hool. But Sokrates goes on to complain that when 
he asks what this is which "goes through" everything, he gets very 
inconsistent answers. One says it is the sun. Another asks if there 
is no justice after sunset, and says it is simply fire. A third says it is 
not fire itself, but the heat which is in fire. A fourth identifies it with 
the Nous of Anaxagoras. Now all we are entitled to infer from this is 
tliat different accounts were given in the Herakleitean SchooL These 
were a little less crude than the original doctrine of the roaster, but for 
all that not one of them implies anything immaterial or symbolical. The 
view that it was not fire itself, but Heat, which "passed through" all 
things, is related to the theory of Herakleitos as Hip{K)'s Moisture is 
related to the Water of Thales (Chap. IX. § 146). It is quite likely, too, 
that some Herakleiteans attempted to fuse the system of Anaxagoras with 
their own, just as Diogenes of Apollonia tried to fuse it with that <St 
Anaximenes (Chap. IX. § 158). 
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once. The quantity of fire in a flame burning steadily 
appears to remain the same, the flame seems to be what 
we call a " thing." And yet the substance of it is con- 
tinually changing. It is always passing away in smoke, 
and its place is always being tdken by fresh matter from 
the fuel that feeds it This is just what we want. If 
we regard the world as an " ever-living fii-e" (fr. 20), we 
can understand how it is always becoming all things, 
while all things are always returning to it. 

57. This necessarily brings with it a certain way of Flux, 
looking at the change and movement of the world. Fire 
burns continuously and without interruption. It is 
therefore always consuming fuel and always liberating 
smoke. Everything is either mounting upwards to serve 
as fuel, or sinking downwards aft^r having nourished the 
flame. It follows that the whole of reality is like an 
ever-flowing stream, and that nothing is ever at rest for 
a moment. The substance of the things we see is there- 
fore in constant change. Even as we look at them, 
some of the matter of which they are composed has 
already passed into something else, while fresh matter 
has come into them from another source. This theory is 
usually summed up, appropriately enough, in the phrase 
" All things are flowing," though, as it happens, it cannot 
be proved that this is a quotation from Herakleitos. It 
has even been maintained by Schuster that Herakleitos 
did not hold this view at all ; though the statements of 
Plato do not really admit of any other interpretation. 
"Nothi ng ever is, everything is becoming; " "All things 
are in motion like streams ; " " All things are passing, 
and nothing abides;" "Herakleitos says somewhere 
that all things pass and naught abides ; and, comparing 
things to the current of a river, he says that you cannot 
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step twice into the same stream" (cf. fr. 41), — these 
are the terms in which Plato, who had been a Herak- 
leitean in his youth, describes the system. And Aris- 
totle says the same thing, "All things are in motion," 
"nothing steadfastly is."*® It is needless to collect 
further testimony; for, if this can be doubted, then 
everything we suppose ourselves to know about Greek 
philosophy may be doubted also. We affirm, then, that 
Herakleitos held that any given thing, however stable in 
appearance, was merely, so to speak, a section in the 
stream, and that the matter composing it was never the 
same in any two consecutive moments of time. We shall 
see presently how he conceived this process to operate ; 
meanwhile we remark that the idea was not altogether a 
novel one, and that it is not the central point in the 
system of Herakleitos. The Milesians, we have seen, 
held a similar view. The flux of Herakleitos was at 
most more unceasing and universal. 
TheUptrard 58. Heraklcitos appears to have worked out the 
ward path. details of the perpetual flux with reference to the sug- 
gestions of Anaximenes.*® It is unlikely, however, that 
he explained the transformations of matter by means of 
rarefaction and condensation.^ Theophrastos, it appears^ 
suggested that he did ; but he allowed that it was by no ^ 
means clear. The passage from Diogenes which we are 
about to quote has faithfully preserved this touch." In 
the fragments, at any rate, we can find nothing about 
rarefaction and condensation. The expression used is 

« See Plato, TheaU. 152 D ; Krat. 401 D, 402 A ; Arist. Top. A, 11. 
lOib, 22 ; De Casio, r, 1. 2986, 30 ; Phya. e, 8. 2536, 9. 

^ See aboTe, Chap. I. § 24. For the metaphor of "exchange," see Mr. 
Bywater's note on fr. 22. 

^ See, however, Diels* remark quoted R. P. 29c. 

*^ D. L. iz. 7 : ^mf^t S* •vfl^ WriftTmi, 
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"exchange" (fr. 22); and this is certainly a very good 
name for what happens when fire gives out smoke and 
takes in fnel instead. 

It has been pointed out already that, in default of 
Hippolytos, our best account of the Theophrastean doxo* 
graphy of Herakleitos is the fuller of the two accounts 
given in Diogenes Laertios. It is as follows : — 

His opinions on particular points are these :— - 

He held that Fire was the element, and that all things were 
produced in exchange for fire, and that they arise from con- 
densation and rarefaction. But he explains nothing clearly. 
All things were due to opposition, and all things were in flux 
like a river. 

The all is finite and the world is one. It arises from fire, and 
is consumed again by tire alternately through all eternity in 
certain cycles. This happens according to fate. That which 
leads to the becoming of the opposites is called War and Strife ; 
that which leads to the final conflagration is Concord and Peace. 
{This is the Stoic interpretation,) 

He called change the upward and the downward path, and 
held that the world goes on according to this. When fire is 
condensed it becomes moist, and when collected together it 
turns to water ; water being congealed turns to earth {the con- 
jecture of Theophrastos) ; and this he calls the downward path. 
And, again, the earth is in turn liquefied, and from it water 
arises, and from that everything else; for he refers almost 
everything to the evaporation from the sea. This is the path 
upwards, R. P. 29. 

He held, too, that exhalations arose both from the sea and 
the land; some bright and pure, others dark. Fire was 
nourished by the bright ones, and moisture by the others. 

He does not make it clear what is the nature of that which 
surrounds the world. He held, however, that there were bowls 
in it with the concave sides turned towards us, in which the 
bright exhalations were collected and produced flames. These 
were the heavenly bodies. 

The flame of the sun was the brightest and warmest ; for the 
other heavenly bodies were more distant from the earth ; and 
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for that reason gave less light and heat. The moon, on the 
other hand, was nearer the earth ; but it moved through an 
impure region. The sun moved in a bright and unmixed 
region, and at the same time was at just the right distance from 
us. That is why it gives more heat and light. The eclipses 
of the sun and moon were due to the turning of the bowls 
upwards, while the monthly phases of the moon were produced 
by a slight turning of its bowL 

Day and night, months and seasons and years, rains and 
winds, and things like these, were due to the different exhala- 
tions. The bright exhalation, when ignited in the circle of 
the sun, produced day, and the preponderance of the opposite 
exhalations produced night. The increase of warmth proceed- 
ing from the bright exhalation produced summer, and the 
multiplication of moisture from the dark exhalation produced 
winter. He assigns the causes of other things in conformity 
with this. 

As to the earth, he makes no clear statement about its nature, 
any more than he does about that of the bowls. 

These, then, were his opinions. R. P. 316. 

It is obvious that, if we can trust this passage, it is 
of the greatest possible value ; and that, upon the whole, 
we can trust it has been shown by Diels. It bears the 
marks of its source clearly upon it, and that source is 
none other than the Veiusta Placita from which Aetios 
also drew. It follows the exact order of topics to which 
all the doxographies that are derived from the great 
work of Theophrastos adhere. First we have the 
primary substance, then the world, then the heavenly 
bodies, and lastly, meteorological phenomena. We con- 
clude, accordingly, that it may be accepted with the 
exceptions, firstly, of the probably erroneous conjecture 
of Theophrastos mentioned above ; ** and secondly, of a 
piece of Stoical interpretation due to the Vetusta Placita. 

Let us look at the details of the theory. The pure 

** See above, n. 60. 
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elemental fire, we are told, is to be found chiefly in the 
sun. . This, like the other heavenly bodies, is a trough 
or bowl, or perhaps a sort of boat, with the concave side 
turned towards us, in which the bright exhalations from 
the sea collect and burn. How docs the fire of the stin 
pass into other forms ? If we look at the fragments 
which deal with the downward path, we find that the 
first transformation that it undergoes is into sea, and we 
are further told that half of the sea is earth and half of 
it irpffOTiip (fr. 21). The full meaning of this we shall 
see presently, but we must settle at once what irfyqarrip 
is. Many theories have been advanced upon this sub- 
ject ; but, so far as I know, no one has yet proposed to 
take the word in the sense which it always bears else- 
where, that, namely, of hurricane accompanied by a fiery 
waterspout^ Yet surely this is just what is wanted. It 
is amply attested that Herakleitos explained the rise- of 
the sea to fire by means of the bright evaporations ; and 
Schleiermacher pointed out long ago that we want a 
similar meteorological explanation of the passing of the 
fire back into sea. We want, in fact, something which 
will stand equally for the smoke produced by the burn- 
ing of the sun, and for the intermediate stage between 
fire and water. What could serve the turn better than 
a fiery waterspout ? It sufficiently resembles smoke to 
be accounted for as the product of the sun's combustion, 
and it certainly comes down in the form of water. And 
this view becomes, I submit, a practical certainty when 
it is taken in connexion with the strangely neglected 

^ Seneca (Q. N. ii. 56) calls it igneus turbo, Cf. Herod, vii. 42 and 
Lucr. vi. 424. The opinions of early philosophers on the subject of these 
phenomena are collected in Actios, iii. 3. The ^rpnrrnf of which Anaxi- 
niander spoke is, of course, au entirely difiVrent word (Chap. I. n, 93). 
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report of Aetios as to the Herakleitean tlieoiy of vpfja- 
Tytpf!. They were due, we are told, " to the kindling and 
extinction of clouds." ^ In other words, tlie bright 
vapour, after kindling in the bowl of the sun and going 
out ftgain, reappears as the dark fiery storm-cloud, and so 
passes OQce more into the sea. At the next stage we 
find water continually passing into earth. We are 
already familiar with this idea (§ 9), and no more need 
be said about it Turning to the " upward path," we find 
that the earth is liquefied in the same proportion as the 
sea becomes earth, so that the sea is still " measured by 
the same tale" as before (fr. 2'A). Half of it is earth 
and half of it is trpriaTijp (fr. 21^. This must mean 
that, at any given moment, half of the sea is taking the 
downward path, and has just been fiery storm-cloud, while 
half of it is going up, and has just been earth. In 
proportion as the sea is increased by rain, water passes 
into earth; in proportion as the sea is diminished by 
evaporation, it is fed by the earth. Lastly, the ignition 
of the bright vapour from the sea in the bowl of the sun 
completes the circle of the " upward and downward path." 
Its beginning and end are the same, namely, fire (fr. 70). 
59. The question now arises. How is it that, in spite of 
this constant flux, thiags appear relatively stable ? The 
answer of Herakleitos was that it is owing to the observ- 
ance of the " measures " of each form of matter, in 
virtue of which its aggregate bulk in the long run 
remains the same, though its substance is constantly 
changing. Certain " measures " of the " ever-living fire " 
are always being kindled, while like "measures" are 
always going out (fr. 20); and these measures the sun 

" Art iii. S. 9: a/wn^ 1) ■■ti nfS^ l^rfiru, ■»' rjSirui ((C 'M^iXuni 
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will not exceed (fr. 29). All things are "exchanged" 
for fire, and fire for all things (fr. 22); and this implies 
that fire will take as much and no more than it gives, if 
the exchange is to be just ; and that it will be just, at 
least in the long run, is guaranteed by the Erinyes, who 
appear here, as in Homer," as the guardians of what we 
call "natural law." The sea, too, preserves its "measures" 
(fr. 23), and it follows necessarily from this that the earth 
does so as welL 

The " measures " are not, however, absolutely fixed, at 
least in one respect. We must allow for periodical 
encroachments of water upon fire, and of fire upon water, 
which produce the alternation of night and day, summer 
and winter. The subject is an obscure one, and we are 
at first sight confined to what Diogenes tells us about it ; 
none of the fragments seem to deal with this at all. 
There are, however, as Bernays has shown, certain 
obviously Herakleitean utterances in the pseudo-Hippo- 
kratean Ilepl Stain]^ which do refer to it.** The following 
sentence especially must have been copied straight out 
of Herakleitos : — 

And in turn each (i.e, fire and water) prevails, and is pre- 
vailed over to the greatest and the least degree that is possible. 
For neither can prevail altogether for the following reasons. If 

^ If. xix. 418. This function of the Erinyes was pointed out by 
Welcker, 

^ The presence of Herakleitean matter in this work was first pointed 
out by J. M. Gesner in his De animabua Htraditi et HippocrcUia ex huius 
libro i. de dketa dispiUatio [1752]. Schleiermacher entirely neglected this 
Boaroe, to which attention was called once more by Bernays in his Herac- 
litea [1848] i,Qes, Ahh. i. 1 sqq.). The relevant parts of the De Diata 
are printed as an appendix to Mr. By water's edition of the fragments. 
Bernays, it should be said, seriously over-estimated the amount of Herak- 
leitean material which can be derived from this source. A great deal of 
it is obviously from Anaxagoras. The treatise itself seems to belong to 
the eclectic medical reaction described in Chap. IX. § 157. 
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fire advances to the utmost limit of the water, its nourishment 
fails it. It retires, then, to a place where it can get nourish- 
ment And if water advances to the utmost limit of the fire, 
movement fails it. At that point, then, it stands still ; and, 
when it stands still, it has no longer power to resist, but is at 
once consumed as nourishment for the fire that falls upon it 
Tot these reasons neither can prevail altogether. But, if at any 
time either should in any way be overcome, then none of the 
things that exist would be as they are now. So long as things 
are as they are, fire and water will always be too, and neither 
will ever fail.— Ps. -Hipp. De Diseta, i. 3. ' 

The last sentence shows conclusively that the passage 
deals with the world at large. This, however, is not the 
subject of the book from which it is taken. The author 
of the tract is trying to apply what Herakleitos had said 
of the world as a whole to the human body. Some- 
times, however, he allows something to stand which 
betrays the original application of the passage, and in 
these cases we may be certain that we have got a genuine 
quotation. We are entitled, then, to fake this passage 
along with what Diogenes tells us about the bright and 
dark exhalations ; and, if the two things fit together, we 
may be pretty sure that we have got the authentic 
doctrine. 
Theaitern.1- 60. We scc, then, that the "measures" are not to be 

and night. regarded as always absolutely equal. They are determined 
only by a maximum and a minimum. But this does not 
interfere with the "justice" of the "exchange," because 
the preponderance of water is always succeeded by an 
equal preponderance of fire, and vice versa. Herakleitos 
also showed how the balance was restored. Neither fire 
nor water can exist without the other, and therefore the 
encroachment of either is necessarily followed by a com- 
pensatory encroachment of the other. This oscillation 
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explains the alternations of day and night, winter and 
summer. 

Diogenes tells us that fire was kept up by the bright 
vapours from land and sea, and we have already seen 
how this is to be understood. What are the " dark " 
vapours which increase the moist element ? With some 
diffidence, I venture to suggest that they are simply 
darkness itself. We know that the idea of darkness as 
mere privation of light is not natural to the unsophisti- 
cated mind. • We shall see tliat Empedokles announced 
it as a remarkable discovery that night was simply the 
shadow of the earth,*^ and we sometimes hear even now 
of darkness "thick enough to cut with a knife." I ) 
suppose, then, that Herakleitos believed night and winter 
to be produced by the rise of darkness from earth and 
sea, — he knew, of course, that the valleys were dark 
before the hill-tops, — and that this darkness, being moist, 
so increased the watery element as to put out the sun's 
light. This, however, destroyed the power of darkness 
itself. It could no longer rise upwards unless the sun 
gave it motion, and so it becomes possible for a fresh 
sun (fr. 32) to be kindled, and to nourish itself at the 
expense of the moist element for a time. But it can 
only be for a time. The sun, by burning up the bright 
vapour, deprives himself once more of nourishment, and 
the dark vapour again gets the upper hand. It is in this 
sense that "day and night are one" (fr. 35). The one 
necessarily implies the other, and they are therefore to 
be regarded as merely two sides of the one, in which 
alone their true ground of explanation is to be found 
(fr. 36). 

Summer and winter were easily to be explained in the 

«7 Cf. V. 160. 
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same way. We know that the solstices and eqaiuoxes 
were a subject of the greatest interest in those days, and ' 
it was natural for Herakleitos to see in the retreat of the 
sun farther and farther to the north the gradual encroach- 
ment of the moist element, which must produce in time 
an equal encroachment of fire, which will lengthen the 
days and give rise to summer.* 
strife anil 6 1. We are now in a position to understand the law 

harmony. 

of strife or opposition which manifests itself in the " race 
in opposite directions/' as Theophrastos probably called 
the "upward and downward path."^^ At any given 
moment, each of the three forms of matter. Fire, Water, 
and Earth, is made up of two equal portions, — sub- 
ject, of course, to the oscillation just described, — one of 
which is taking the upward and the other the downward 
path. Kow, it is just the fact that the two halves of 
everything are being " drawn in opposite directions," this 
" opposite tension," or " friction of opposite motions," that 
" keeps things together," and maintains them in an equi- 
librium which can only be disturbed temporarily and 
within certain limits. It thus forms the " unseen har- 
mony" of the universe (fr. 47), though, in another aspect 
of it, it is Strife. Bernays has pointed out that the 
word " harmony " meant originally " structure," and tlie 
illustration of the bow and the lyre shows that this idea 
was present. On the other hand, that taken from tlie 
concord of high and low notes shows that the musical 
sense of the word, namely, an octave, was not wholly 
absent. Now, it was certainly the Pythagoreans that 
mixed up the two senses of the word, and it is difficult 

^ See the Z>e Dicetaf i. 5, and compare ^vith it fr. 35 and 36. This 
theory was adopted from Herakleitos by Eleanthes (Tr. 29, Pearson). 
«' It is caUed iy«yri«}/«^;« in Aet. i. 7. 22 (Dox, p. 303). 
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not to suspect a reference to their theory. Herakleitos 
seems to point out that the harmony of the world was to 
be found just in that " Strife of Opposites " upon which 
Anaximander had insisted, and which had probably led 
l^ythagoras into dualism (§ 41). As to the "bow and 
the lyre" (fr. 45), I think that Professor Campbell has 
best brought out the point of the simile. " As the arrow 
leaves the string," he says, " the hands are pulling oppo- 
site ways to each other, and to the different parts of the 
bow (cf. Plato, Hep, 4. 439); and the sweet note of the 
lyre is due to a similar tension and retention. The seci*et 
of the universe is the same." ^ War, then, is the father 
and king of all things, in the world as in human society 
(fr. 44) ; and Homer's wish that strife might cease was 
really a prayer for the destruction of the world (fr. 43). 

We know from Philo that Herakleitos supported his 
tlieory of the attainment of harmony through strife by a 
multitude of examples ; and, as it happens, some of these 
can be recovered. There is a remarkable agreement 
between a passage of this kind in the pseudo- Aristotelian 
treatise, entitled The Kosmos, and the Hippokratean work, 
to which we have already referred. That the authors of 
both drew from the same source, namely, Herakleitos, is . 
probable in itself, and is made practically certain by the 
fact that this agreement extends in part to the Letters of 
Herakleitos, which, though spurious, were certainly com- 
posed by some one who had access to the original work. 
The argument clearly was .that men themselves act just 
in the same way as Nature, and that it is therefore sur- 



^ Campbell's Theaielus (2nd ed.), p. 244. I assume that Herakleitos 
did not say both 9r»kifT§9§$ and «'«A./»T^««'«f. The latter epithet comes, no 
doubt, from Parmesides, v. 51 (R. P. 94 B), which, as wo shall see, refers 
to something rather different (Chap. lY. n. 11): 
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prising that they do not recognise the laws by which she 
works. It is true that they are most estranged from that 
with which they are most familiar (fr. 93). Two of the 
examples given are certainly Herakleitean. The painter 
produces his harmonious eflTects by the contrast of colours, 
the musician by that of high and low notes. ** If one 
were to make all things alike, there would be no delight 
in them.'' There are a number of similar examples in the 
Hippokratean tract, some of which must certainly come 
from Herakleitos; but it is not easy to separate them 
from the later additions.^ 
Alleged con- ^ 62. The accouut which has now been given of the 
the world. cosmology of Hcraklcitos is, I submit, consistent with 
itself, w4th the most intelh'gible fragments, and with 
Plato ; but it is in direct contradiction with the state* 
ments of most writers, ancient and modern. They affirm 
that Herakleitos taught the doctrine of the alternate 
formation of the world out of fire, and its reabsorption 
in fire by a general conflagration. Ancient authors very 
generally ascribe to him the Stoical theory of Ekpyrosis ; 
and all modern writers, with the exception of Schleier- 
macher, Hegel, and I..assalle, follow them in this. Some 
. — as, for example, Schuster — throw doubt upon the con- 
tinuous process altogether ; most, with Zeller, admit both 

•^ See on all tliis Patin's QuelleiMtudieti, referred to above, n. 11. The 
sentence {De Duxta, i. p. 643, Kuhn) : »«i r« ^i* 9rfnrr»v9'tf •»» •ttmrn^ Jt 

mvT^rt irtivrm yitirm . . . »«i i ^»iX09rm.i ««4 A fin ^«i;X«iir«i, has the true 

Herakleitean ring. This, too, can hardly have liad another author : ** They 
trust to their eyes rather than to their understanding, though their eyes 
are not fit to judge even of the things that are seen. But 1 speak these 
things from understanding." These words are }K)sitively grotesque in the 
mouth of the medical compiler ; but we are accustomed to hear such 
things from the Epheaian. Other examples which may be genuine are 
the image of the two men sawing wood, — "one pushes, the other pulls" 
(cf. r§ «vri7««v), — and tlie illustration from the art of writing. 
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a continuous process and a periodical conflagration. 
Zeller makes, however, the important admission that the 
two are really irreconcilable.^ To me it seems that the 
theory of a general conflagration is not merely irreconcil- 
able with the other views of Herakleitos (he might have 
held it for all that), but that it is denied by him in so 
many words. I hold, therefore, that the conflagration was 
not universal, but simply an oscillation in the " measures " 
like that which produces day and night, summer and 
winter, only on a larger scale. 

Taking, first of all, the evidence of the fragments 
themselves, I would observe that the "measures" of 
fr. 20 and fr. 29 must refer to the same thing, and that 
I they must surely be interpreted in the light of fr. 23. 
If this be so, fr. 20, and more especially fr. 29, directly 
contradict the idea of a general conflagration, which 
would be a great violation of the " measures " of fire.*^ 
Secondly, the metaphor of " exchange," which is applied 
to the transformations of fire in fr. 22, points in the 
same direction. When gold is given in exchange for 
wares and wares for gold, the sum or " measure " of each 
remains constant, though they change owners. All the 
wares and all the gold do not come into the same hands. 
In the same way, when anything becomes fire, something 
of equal amount must cease to be fire, if the " exchange " 
is to be a just one ; and that it will be just, we are 
assured by the watchfulness of the Erinyes (fr. 29), who 
see to it that the sun does not take more than he gives. 
Of course there is, as we have seen, a certain variation ; 
but it is strictly confined within limits, and is immedi- 

** Zcller, p. 638 sq. (Eng. trans, ii. p. 75 sq.). 

^ If any one doubts that this is really the meaning of the " measures/' 
let him comjiare the use of the word by Diogenes of Apollonia, fr. 4. 

II 
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ately compensated by a variation in the other direction. 
Thirdly, fr. 43, in vhich Herakleitos blames Homer for- 
.desiring the cessation of strife, is very conclusive. The 
cessation of strife would mean that all things should 
simultaneously take the upward or the downward path, 
and cease to " run in opposite directions." If all things 
took the upward path, we should have a general confla- 
gration. Now, if Herakleitos had himself held that this 
was the appointment of fate, would he have been likely to 
upbraid Homer for desiring so necessary a consummation ? 
Fourthly, we note that in fr. 20 it is the actual order of 
the world,^ and not merely the " ever-living fire," which 
is said to be eternal ; and it appears also that its eternity 
depends upon the fact that it is always kindling and 
always going out in the same "measures" or proportion, 
or that an encroachment in one direction is compensated 
by a subsequent encroachment in the other. Lastly, 
Lassalle's argument from the concluding sentence of the 
passage from the Ilepl Stairrf^, quoted above, is really 
untouched by Zeller's objection, that it cannot be Herak- 
leitean because it implies that all things are fire and 
water. It does not imply this, but only that man, like 
the heavenly bodies, oscillates between fire and water ; and 
this is just what Herakleitos actually taught. It does 
not appear either that the measures of earth varied at all. 
Now, in this passage we read that neither fire nor water 
can prevail completely, and a very good reason is given 
for the statement, — a reason, too, which is quite in con- 
formity with the other doctrines of Herakleitos. But, on 
Zeller's view, both fire and water do prevail completely 
at different periods of the world's history. 

•* I hold with Bernays that sir/Mf does not mean "world ** in Herakleitos 
but ** the order of the world " ; but the meaning is the same in any case. 
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As to the fragments which have been supposed to 
countenance the theory of a general conflagiation, I 
would point out, firstly, that they are far from being 
the most important and certain of the utterances of 
Herakleitos ; and, secondly, that they are by no means 
unambiguous. In fr. 24 we have the words "Want" 
and '* Plenty," and there can be no doubt that the Stoics 
understood these as metaphorical expressions for their 
Diakosmms and Ekpyrosis. If, however, we look at the 
context in Hippolytos, we see that what Herakleitos 
really said was that Fire was (at once) Want and Plenty 
(cf. fr. 36). This is a very expressive way of describing 
the corUinuous process of combustion, and, in view of 
the metaphor of " exchange," we might almost paraphrase 
it by saying that Five is at once demand and supply, 
which, we know, have the same " measures." Fire has 
always plenty, for it is always giving away its substance 
in fiery storm-cloud; and it is always in want, for it 
needs to be kept up by a constant supply of bright 
vapour. Nor is fr. 26 any more inconsistent with our 
interpretation. Fire will certainly come upon all things ; 
but upon each in turn, not upon all at once. It will 
not adopt the suicidal policy of destroying its means of 
nourishment, which will only hold out if it consumes 
them gradually and at the same time renews them, if it 
recedes as far as it has encroached. This, too, is the 
real meaning of what we are told of the Great Year.®^ 
It is the time taken by the encroachment of fire and its 



" The statements as to the precise daration of this cycle vary very 
much. It seems, however, to have stood in some relation to the cycle of 
the " upward and downward path " of the soul (§ 66). Herakleitos called 
a generation a month (fr. 88), and it is natural to suppose he meant a 
month of the ''great year," but this seems not to be the case ; for, accord- 
ing to Censorinus {De die not. 18. 11), the latter was 10,800 years, and, 
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subsequent retreat, the re-enactment on a larger scale 
of the alternation of day and night, summer and 
winter. 

We have seen already how explicit is the testimony 
of Plato to the eternity and simultaneity of the differ- 
entiation of the one into many and the integration of the 
many into one. Nor does Zeller really succeed in 
explaining it away. He is compelled to add to his 
paraphrase of Plato's words the statement that " Herak- 
leitos did not intend to retract this principle in bis 
doctrine of a periodic change in the conditions of the 
world ; if the two doctrines are not compatible, it is a 
contradiction which he has not observed."^ All that 
need be said about this is that, if it were true, the 
" severer Muses " would hardly have deserved the tribute 
which Plato pays them, and the point of the contrast 
with Empedokles would be altogether lost. 

Nor do the statements of Aristotle imply a universal 
conflagration. In the course of his discussion on infinity 
he takes occasion to say that, even if we do not hold, 
with Anaximander and Anaximenes, that there is an 
infinite primary substance, it is still impossible to main- 
tain that all things are or become one thing, as Herak- 
leitos, for instance, held that "all things at a certain 
time become fire." ^ Zeller makes much of this ; but I 
cannot see that there is anything at all either in the 
words of Aristotle or the context in which they occur to 
exclude the idea that he is speaking simply of the con- 
version into fire, which everything periodically undergoes 

according to Actios (IL 32. 3), 18,000. Now, 30 X 360= 10,800 years, 
so that a generation would be a day in the "great year" (Tannery, 
Science fielUne, p. 168, n. 1). 

* Zeller, p. 637 sq. (Eng. trans, ii. p. 73 sq. ). 

^ Phy$. r, 205a, 8 ; MtL K, 1067a» 4. 
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in tlie course of its " upward and downward " journey. 
Indeed, the use of the present tense seems even to make 
this a more natural interpretation than the other.^ In 
the other passage upon which Zeller relies, Herakleitos is 
coupled with Empedokles as holding that the heavens are 
alternately as they*are now and in some other condition.^ 
This, however, need not mean that the Kosmos as a 
whole becomes fire ; it is quite sufficiently accounted for 
if we assume that, in the course of the Great Year, a 
period of encroachment on the part of fire was followed 
by a compensatory regress, so that the " measures " are, 
in the long run, preserved. 

Lassalle collected a number of passages from post- 
Aristotelian writers which contradicted, as he thought, 
the view that Herakleitos maintained a general conflagra- 
tion of the world. There can be no doubt, however, that 
Zeller is right in his criticism of most of these. Never- 
theless there still remain two at least which deserve 
notice, and which had already been insisted upon by 
Schleiermacher. Marcus Aurelius, who elsewhere accepts 
the usual interpretation of his sect, clearly shows in one 
place ^^ that he had misgivings about it " So that these 
things too," he says, " are taken up once more into the 
Beason of the universe (Stoie phraseology), whether it is 
by a periodical conflagration, or by a renovation effected 
by eternal exchanges." Lastly, Plutarch, in his dialogue 

^ The use of mvmvtm instead of VAvra is by no means conclusive ; nor 
can I see that the context decides against the interpretation 1 have given. 
It seems to me that Aristotle would most likely have said yimVif^M or 
yiwUfmi had he meant what Zeller supposes. 

«* De Ccelo, A, 2796, 16 : •/ Y U»xxkl M ^v bSt^s, «V) Si Jlkx,.s t^^p 

[^u^^iMv] {ac. ^«#} ro uir/Mv) »«m T§vr§ iti imrtkut •vrtttt Hrvrif 'Efiv. f 
^ X. 7 : Zvrt Mtu rmvrm amaXti^fiivmt tit r«r r«v iX»» Xiyw. I'n mmrk «i^i«3«« 
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called The Failure of the Oradcs,^^ puts into the mouth of 
Kleombrotos, one of his personages, the following remark- 
able utterance : " I hear all that from many people, and 
I see the Stoic conflagration trespassing on the verses of 
Hesiod, just as it does on the writings of Herakleitos and 
the verses of Orpheus." These statements are all the 
more remarkable from their disagreement with what was 
the universal belief at the time they were written. They 
show that it was possible for careful students of the 
original work to find there a very different meaning from 
that which the Stoic "accommodators" professed to see in it. 
correlation of 63. There are a number of Herakleitean fragments 
which form a class by themselves, and are among the 
most striking of all the utterances that have come down 
to us. The common characteristic of these is, that they 
assert in the most downright way the identity of various 
things which are usually regarded as opposites. The clue 
to the meaning of all these statements is obviously to be 
found in the account already given of the similar assertion 
that da}' and night are one. We have seen that Herak- 
leitos meant to say, not that day was night or that night 
was day, but simply that they were two sides of the 
same process, namely, the oscillation of the " measures " 
of fire and water, and that neither would be possible 
without the other. Any explanation that can be given 
of night will also be an explanation of day, and vice versa; 
for it will be an account of that which is common to 
both, and manifests itself now as one and now as the 
other. Moreover, it is just because it has manifested itself 
in the one form that it must next appear in the other ; 

"^ 415 F : mM0Vi0 r«i^*, 7^n, vr^XXSv s«m ifH rhf 2rm7»nf Xmrufmvn^ S^wtf 
rk *Hf§titXur»» »«) *Of^%ttt WtnfAtfii^tn^t 7m, tSrm s«4 rk *llru%§u jmi) 
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lor this is required by the law of compensation or 
•Justice. 

This is^ of course, only a particular application of the 
universal principle that the primary fire is one even in 
its division. It itself is, even in its unity, both plenty 
and want, war and peace (fr. 36). In other words, the 
'• satiety " which makes fire pass into other forms, which 
makes it seek "rest in change " (fr. 82, 83), and " hide 
itself" (fr. 10) in the "invisible harmony" of opposi- 
tion, is only one side of the process. The other is the 
" want " which leads it to consume the bright vapour as 
fuel The upward path is nothing without the down- 
ward (fr. 69). If either were to cease, the other would 
cease also, and the world would disappear ; for it takes 
both to make an apparently stable reality. 

All the other utterances of this kind are to be ex^ 
plained in the same way. If there were no cold, their 
would be no heat ; for a thing can only grow warm if, 
and in so far as, it is already cold. And the same thing 
applies to the opposition of wet and dry (fr. 39). These, 
it will be observed, are just the two primary oppositions 
of Anaximander, and Herakleitos is showing that the war 
between them is really peace, for it is the common 
element in them (fr. 62) which appears as strife, and 
that very strife is justice, and not, as Anaximander had 
taught, an injustice which they commit one against the 
other, and which must be expiated by a reabsorption of 
both in their common ground.^* The strife itself is the 
common ground (fr. 62), and is eternal. 

The most startling of all these sayings is undoubtedly 
that which affirms that good and evil are the same (fr. 
57). This does not mean in the least, however, that good 

7" Chap. I. s 18. 
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is evil or that evil is good, but simply that they are the 
two inseparable halves of one and the same thing. Nor 
are the words used in their moral sense. He means 
simply that a thing can become good only in so far as it 
is already evil, and evil only in so far as it is already 
good, and that all depends on the contrast. The illus* 
tration given in fr. 58 shows this clearly enough. Tor- 
ture, one would say, was an evil, and yet it is made a 
good by the presence of another evil, namely, disease; as is 
shown by the fact that surgeons actually expect a fee for 
inflicting it upon their patients. Justice, upon the other 
hand, which is a good, would be altogether unknown were 
it not for the existence of injustice, which is an evil (fr. 
60). And this is why it is not good for men to get 
everything they wish (fr. 104). They might think that 
this would be the greatest of goods ; but, just as the 
cessation of strife in the world at large would mean its 
destruction, so the disappearance of hunger, disease, and 
weariness would involve also the disappearance of satis- 
faction, health, and rest. 

This leads to a theory of the universal relativity of 
good which prepares the way for the doctrine of Prota- 
goras, that " Man is the measure of all things." ^* Even 
the reductio ad absurdum of that doctrine (probably 
derived from AntisthenesX which Plato brings forward 
in the Theaitetos only to dismiss it again as a piece of 

^ Plato's exposition of the theory of the relativity of knowledge in the 
TJieaitetos (152 D sqq.) can hardly go back to Herakleitos himself. 
Plato sets himself to show how Herakleiteanism might naturally give rise 
to such a doctrine. If the soul is a stream and things are a stream, then 
of coarse, knowledge is relative. Very possibly the later Herakleiteans 
had worked out the theory in this direction, but in the days of Herakleitos 
himself the problem of knowledge had not yet arisen. His theory of 
knowledge was, no doubt, confined to the single tenet that fire is wise, and 
the dry soul knows best. 
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eristic, is foreseen and frankly accepted by Herakleitos. 
Asses must judge for themselves what is good for them, 
and they would rather have straw than gold (fr. 51). 
Sea- water is good for fish and bad for men (fr. 52). 
Swine, for preference, wash in the mire (fr. 53); and 
certainly, if only you are dirty enough, that will make 
you relatively clean. 

But, for all that, Herakleitos is not a believer in 
absolute relativity. There is, doubtless, great danger of 
our reading modem ideas upon this subject into the 
words of the first thinker who raised this great question ; 
but the following statement seems to be justified by the 
fragments. We must bear in mind that the process of 
the world is not merely a circle, in which case we should 
have an absolute relativity, but an " upward and down- 
ward path.'' At the upper end, where the two paths 
meet, we have the pure elemental fire, in which, as there 
is no separation, there is no relativity. We are told 
expressly that, while to man some things are evil and 
some things are good, all things are good to God (fr. 61). 
Now by God there is no doubt that Herakleitos meant 
Fire» He also calls it the " one wise," and perhaps said 
that it " knows all things." I prefer, however, not to call 
it the Absolute, with Lassalle, for that designation obscures 
the fact that it is real physical fire. At the same time, 
there can hardly be any doubt that Herakleitos meant to 
say that in it the opposition and relativity which are uni- 
versal in the world disappear. It is doubtless to this that 
fr. 96, 97, and 98 refer. 

64. Herakleitos speaks of " wisdom " or the " wise " The wue. 
in two senses. We have seen already that he said 
wisdom was ''something apart from everything else," 
meaning by it the perception of the unity of the many ; 
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and he also applies the term to that unity itself, regarded 
as the ** thought that directs the course of all things." 
This is synonymous with the pure fire which is not 
differentiated into two parts, one taking the upward and 
the other the downward path. That alone has wisdom ; 
the partial things we see have not. We oarselves are 
only wise in so far as we are fiery. 
Theology. 65. With Certain reservations, Herakleitos was pre- 
pared to call the one Wisdom by the name of Zeus. 
Such, at least, appears to be the meaning of fr. 65. 
What these reservations were, it is easy to guess. It is 
not, of course, to be pictured in the form of a man. In 
saying this, Herakleitos would only have been repeating 
what had already been laid down by Anaximander and 
Xenophanes. He agrees further with Xenophanes in 
holding that this " god,'' if it is to be called so, is one ; 
though, we shall see, in another sense there are many 
gods, just as with Xenophanes. Herakleitos further 
disagrees both with Anaximander and Xenophanes in 
identifying god with the primary substance and not with 
the world. His polemic against popular religion seems to 
have been more thoroughgoing than that of Xenophanes, 
in that it was directed rather against the. rites and 
ceremonies themselves, than against their mere mytho- 
logical outgrowth. He gives a list (fr. 124) of some of 
the most characteristic religious figures of his time, and 
the context in which the fragment is quoted shows that 
he in some way threatened them with the wrath to come. 
He comments upon the absurdity of praying to images 
(fr. 126), and the strange idea that blood-guiltiness can 
be washed out by the shedding of blood (fr. 130). He 
seems also to have pointed out that it was absurd to 
celebrate the worship of Dionysos by cheerful and licen- 
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tious ceremonies, while Hades was propitiated by gloomy 
rites (fr. 127). According to the mystic doctrine itself, 
the two were really one ; and the one Wisdom ought to 
be worshipped in its integrity. 

The few fragments which deal with theology and 
religion hardly suggest to us that Herakleitos was in 
sympathy with the religious revival of the time, and yet 
we have lately been asked to consider his system " in 
the light of the idea of the mysteries ; " ^^ and even a 
sensible critic like Tannery has been led, by his too com- 
|>lete reliance upon the ingenious but erratic Teichmiiller, 
«to treat Herakleitos mainly as a theologian. Our atten- 
"^on is called to the fact that he was '' king '' of Ephesos, 
that is, priest of the branch of the Eleusinian mysteries 
established in that city, which was also connected in 
some way with the worship of Artemis or the Great 
Mother^* These statements are, to say the least of it, 
very doubtful ; but, even if they were true, what would 
follow ? We ought surely to have learnt from Lobeck 
by this time that there was no "idea" in the mysteries 
at all ; and on this point the results of recent anthropo- 
logical research have abundantly confirmed those of 
philological and historical inquiry. The mysteries were, 
however, it is alleged, an elaborate symbolisation of the 
alternation of life and death, sleeping and waking, night 
and day, summer and winter. It is not explained why 
any one should have thought it desirable to symbolise 
these obvious facts. Ancient religion is very practical, 
and it is hard to see what was to be gained by so fantastic 
a proceeding. Nor is it clear that Herakleitos, or indeed 

^* E. Pfieiderer, Die Philo9ophie dea HerakUi von Ephenu in LichU der 
Myftterienidee [1886]. 
^ Antisthenea (the writer of Succtsaioiut), ap. R. P. 24. Cf. R. P. 2ih. 
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any one possessed of even moderate intelligence, had to 
resort to mysteries to learn so simple a lesson. Teich- 
miiller also pressed into the service the obscure sentence 
(fr. 127), which asserts, incidentally, the identity of 
Hades and Dionysos. This is explained by means of a 
myth which is related by St. Clement of Alexandria ; but 
which does that Father little credit, and positively ex- 
plains nothing at alL^^ It is almost a sufficient refutation 
of these views to point out that they have been arrived 
at by starting from the latest sources and the most un> 
intelligible fragments, a method which violates every 
principle of sound criticism, and can therefore lead to 
nothing. It is surely better to start from those fragments 
which it is really possible to make out, and to look at 
the more difficult ones in the light of the results so 
attained. It will then be found that, while some of the 
obscurer fragments will still remain obscure, the theo- 
logical interpretation of them is absolutely excluded. 
Not that Herakleitos was absolutely unaffected by the 
religious movement described in the last chapter; but 
his attitude towards it was, in the main, one of con- 
temptuous hostility. 
Man. 66. The world being such as we have seen, what is 
mau ? Aristotle tells us that Herakleitos regarded the 
soul of man as fire, since he identified it with the bright 
exhalation,^ a statement which is abundantly confirmed 
by later writers,^® and, as we shall see, by the fragments 
that have come down to us. There is, however, a possible 
misinterpretation of it, against which we must carefully 

^ I do not propose to quote this disgusting story; but, for the benefit 
of those who know it, it may be weU to point out that ''he who forgets 
the way" is simply the drunken man of fr. 73. 

^ DeAn, A, 2. 405a, 25 (R. P. SOr). ^ R. P. 83A 
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guard. Herakleitos cannot have distinguished the soul 
as spiritual from the body as material. Man is made 
up, just like the world at large, of three things, fire, 
water, and earth. But, just as in the macrocosm fire is 
identified with the one wisdom, so in the microcosm the 
fire alone is conscious. When it has left the body, the 
remainder, the mere earth and water, is altogether worth- 
less (fr. 85). We have here, it is true, the rudiments 
of the distinction between soul and body, bat we have 
nothing more. The fire is to be regarded as material, 
and as of just the same nature with that which ** bums 
and crackles " on the hearth. 

The parallelism between man and the world, of which 
he is a part, is in every way complete. The fire which 
animates him is subject to the " upward and downward 
path," just as much as the fire of the world. The Ilepl 
StaiTtfi; has preserved the obviously Herakleitean sen- 
tence : " All things are passing, both human and divine, 
upwards and downwards."^® We are just as much in 
X)erpetual flux as anything else in the world. We are 
and are not the same for two consecutive instants (fr. 
84). The fire in us is perpetually becoming water, and 
the water earth ; but, as the opposite process goes on 
simultaneously we appear to remain the same.^ 

67. This, however, is not alL Like the world, man Sleep and 

death. 

» I. 5 (p. 62, 21, Byw.). 

^ We seem to have a clear reference to this in Epicfaaitnos (ap. D. L. 
ill. 10): "Look now at men too. One grows and another passes away, 
and all are in change always. What changes in its substance and never 
abides in the same spot, will already be something different from what 
has passed away. So thou and I were different yesterday, and are now 
quite other people, and again we shall become others and never the same 
again, and so on in the same way." This is put into the mouth of a 
debtor who does not wish to pay. See Dernays on the mulmtifitft xiyn 
{Gea. Abh, i. p. 109 sqq.). 
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is subject to a certain oscillation in his " measures " of 
fire and water, and this gives rise to the alternations of 
sleeping and waking, life and deatL The locus dassicus 
on this subject is a passage of Sextus Empiricus, which 
reproduces the account of the Herakleitean psychology 
given by Ainesidemos (Skeptic, e. ac. 80— A.D. 50).®^ It 
is as follows (R P. 33): — 

The natural philosopher is of opinion that what surrounds 
us^ is rational and endowed with consciousness. According 
to Herakleitos, when we draw in this divine reason by means 
of respiration, we become conscious. In sleep we forget, but 
at our waking we become conscious once more. For in sleep, 
when the openings of the senses close, the mind which is in us 
is cut off from contact with that which surrounds us, and only our 
connexion with it by means of respiration is preserved as a sort 
of root (from which the rest may spring again) ; and, when it 
is thus separated, it loses the power of memory that it had 
before. When we awake again, however, it looks out through 
the openings of the senses, as if through windows, and coming 
together with the surrounding mind, it assumes the power of 
reason. Just, then, as embers, when they are brought near tlie 
fire, change and become red-hot, and go out when they are taken 
away from it again, so does the portion of the surrounding mind 
which sojourns in our body become irrational when it is cut off, 
and so does it become of like nature to the whole when contact 
is established through the greatest number of openings. 

In this passage there is obviously a very large 
admixture of later phraseology and of later ideas. In 
particular, the identification of "that which surrounds 
us " with the air cannot be Herakleitean ; for Herak- 

B* Sextas quotes "Ainesidemos according to Herakleitos." Natorp 
holds {Forschungen, p. 78) that Ainesidemos reaUy did combine Herak- 
leiteanism with Skepticism. Diels, on the other hand {Dox. pp. 210, 
211), insists that Ainesidemos onlj gave an account of the theories of 
Herakleitos. This controversy does not affect the use we make of the 
passage. 

" T« wifiix*^ ^f*»h opposed to but parallel with r§ ri^i;^** r«» m/a»9. 
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leitos can bavo known nothing of air, which in his day 
was identified with mist (§ 26). The reference to the 
pores or openings of the senses is probably foreign to 
Herakleitos also ; for this was an idea first started by 
Empedokles (§ 95). Lastly, the distinction between 
mind and body is far too sharply drawn. On the other 
hand^ the important role assigned to respiration may very 
well be Heiakleitean ; for we have met with it already in 
Anaximenes. And we can hardly doubt that the striking 
simile of the embers which glow when they are brought 
near the fire is genuine (cf. fr. 77). The true Herak- 
leitean doctrine doubtless was, that sleep was produced 
by the encroachment of moist, dark exhalations from the 
water in the body which cause the fire to burn low. In 
a soul where the fire and water were evenly balanced, 
the equilibrium would be restored in the morning by an 
equal encroachment of the fire upon the water. 

But in no soul are the fire and water thus evenly 
balanced for long. One or the other acquires a decisive 
predominance, and the result in either case is death. 
Let us take each of these cases in turn. It is death, we 
know, to souls to become water (fr. 68); but this is just 
what happens to souls which seek after pleasure. For 
pleasure is a moistening of the soul (fr. 72), as may be 
seen in the case of the drunken man, who, in pursuit of 
it, has moistened his soul to such an extent that he 
does not know where he is going (fr. 73). Even in 
gentle relaxation over our cups, it is more difficult to 
hide folly than at other times (fr. 108). This is why 
it is so necessary for us to quench wantonness (fr. 103) ; 
for whatever our heart's desire insists upon it purchases 
at the price of our life, that is, of the fire within us (fr. 
105). Take now the other case. The dry soul, that 



176 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

which has least moisture, is the best (fr. 74) ; but the 
preponderance of fire cauaes death as much as that of 
water. It is, however, a very different death, and wins 
"greater portions" for those who die it (fr. 101). 
Apparently those who fall in battle share this fate (fr. 
102). We have no fragment which tells us directly 
what it is, but we shall see that the class of utterances 
which we are about to look at next leaves little doubt 
upon the subject. Those who die the fiery and not the 
watery death, become, in fact, gods, though in a different 
sense from that in which the one Wisdom is god. It is 
probable that the corrupt fragment 123 refers to this 
unexpected fate that awaits men when they die.^ 
Man's Upward 68. We have not even yet got to the end. Just as 

and Down- 
ward path, summer and winter are one, and necessarily reproduce 

one another by their " opposite tension," so do life and 

death. They, too, are one, we are told ; and so are youth 

and age. It follows that the same soul will be now 

living and now dead; that it will only turn to fire or 

water, as the case may be, to recommence once more its 

unceasing upward and downward path. The soul that 

has died from excess of moisture sinks down to earth ; 

but from the earth comes water, and from water is once 

more exhaled a soul (fr. 68). So, too, we are told (fr. 

67) that gods and men are really one. They live each 

other's life, and die each other's death. Those mortals 

that die the fiery death become immortal, they become 

the guardians of the quick and the dead (fr. 123); and 

those immortals become mortal in their turn. Every- 

^ We need not hesitate to ascribe to Herakleitoe the view that the dead 
become guardian demons of the living ; it appears already in Hesiod, 
Works and Days^ 121. As Bemays pointed out (Htr, Br, p. 88 sq.), the 
theory expounded by Plato in Phaido, 72 A, is simply a development of 
this. Plato had been a Herakleitean in his youth. 
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thing is really the death of something else (fr. 64). The 
living and the dead are continually changing places (fr. 
78), like the pieces in a child's game of draughts 
(fr. 79). 

But why should those who have become gods consent 
to sink once more into human life ? For the same 
reason, says Herakleitos, as fire is always in motion, 
namely, satiety, which is also want, and the impossibility 
of enjoying good without evil. The real weariness is 
continuance in the self-same state (fr. 82), and the real 
rest is change (fr. 83). Sest in any other sense than 
this would be tantamount to dissolution (fr. 84). So 
they are bom once more, and the cycle is repeated. 

This cycle, according to Herakleitos, might be gone 
through in the course of three generations. A man 
might reappear as his own grandchild even in the short 
space of thirty years (fr. 87-89). 

Before leaving this subject, we must say a few words 
on two of the most obscure fragments of Herakleitos (37 
and 38). These seem to be correlative, and to mean 
that while, on the one hand, if all things became vapour, 
the sense of smell would still have an object; on the 
other, when man himself becomes vapour, he still retains 
that sense. I think the clue to these curious statements 
is to be found in what Theophrastos tells us of the 
probably Pythagorean view reported by Parmenides in 
the second part of his poem. According to this, even 
dead bodies, which consist solely of the dark element, 
retained a perception of everything silent, cold, and 
dark.^ In the same way, Herakleitos seems to say that 
the fiery part of man, when separated from the earth and 
water, retains a perception of what is fiery. Now the 

•* Chap. iv. n, 56. 

12 
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fiery element is perceived primarily by the sense of smell, 
and therefore that is retained even by what we should 
call "disembodied souls." Similarly, if per impossnbile 
all things were to revert to the unity of fire, the sense of 
smell would still have an object upon which to exercise 
itself. It must be admitted, however, that all this is 
extremely doubtful. 
KtiiicBof 69. InhiA nist(yry of Ethics^ Kostlin rightly insists 

upon the importance of the moral teaching of Herak- 
leitos. Unfortunately, however, he has been misled by 
Schuster into reducing it to something like a " common- 
sense" theory of Ethics. The "common" upon which 
Herakleitos insists is, nevertheless, something very dif- 
ferent from public opinion, for which, indeed, he had the 
greatest possible contempt (fr. 111). It is, in fact, his 
strongest objection to "the many," that they live each 
in his own world (fr. 95), as if they had a private 
wisdom of their own (fr. 92); and public opinion is 
therefore just the opposite of " the common." 

The Ethics of Herakleitos are to be regarded as a 
corollary of his anthropological and cosmological views. 
Their chief requirement is that we keep our souls dry, 
and thus assimilate them to the one Wisdom, which is 
fire. This is what is really " common," and the greatest 
fault is to act like men asleep (fr. 94), that is, by letting 
our souls grow moist, to cut ourselves off from com- 
munion with the reason in the w^orld, conceived in the 
naively materialistic way with which we are now familiar. 
We do not know what were the consequences which 
Herakleitos deduced from his rule that we must hold 
fast to what is common, but it is easy to see what their 
nature must have been. The wise man would not try to 

» QtBch. d, Ethik, i. p. 160 sqq. 
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secure good without its correlative evil. He would not 
seek for rest without exertion, nor expect to enjoy con- 
tentment without first suffering discontent. He would 
not complain that he had to take the bad with the good, 
but would consistently look at things as a whole. 

Herakleitos prepared the way for the Stoic world-state 
by comparing " the common " to the laws of a city. And 
these are even more than a type of the divine law ; they 
are imperfect embodiments of it. They cannot, however, 
exhaust it altogether ; for in all human affairs there is an 
element of relativity (fr. 91). "Man is a baby com- 
pared to God." Such as they are, however, the city 
must fight for them as for its walls ; and, if it has the 
good fortune to possess a citizen who has a really dry 
soul, he is really as good as ten thousand (fr. 113); for 
in him alone is " the common " embodied. 



CHAPTER IV. 



PARMENIDES OF ELEA. 



life. 70. Parmenides, SOU of Pyies, was a citizen of Hyele, 
Elea, or Velia, a colony founded in Oinotria by refugees 
from Pbokaia in 536 b.c.^ His date is not easily fixed 
with certainty, Diogenes tells us that he " flourished " 
in OL LXIX. (504-501 b.c.) ; and this was doubtless the 
date given by Apollodoros.*^ On the other hand, Plato 
says quite distinctly that Parmenides came to Athens in 
his sixty-fifth year, accompanied by Zeno, and conversed 
with Sokrates, who was then quite young.' Now 
Sokrates was just over seventy when he was put to 
death in 399 B.c. ; and therefore, if we suppose him to 
have been an ephebos, that is, from eighteen to twenty 
years old, at the time of his interview with Parmenides, 
we get 451-449 b.c. as the date of that event, I do 
not hesitate to accept this,* especially as the year given by 
Diogenes would make the birth of Parmenides some years 
earlier than the foundation of Elea, of which city he is said 

^ R. P. 91. For the foundation of Elea, see Herod, i. 1C5 sqq. It was 
on the coast of Lucania, south of Poseidonia (Psestum). 

* D. L. ix. 23 (R. P. 91). Cf. Diels, Bhein, Mus, xxxu 34. 
» Farm. 127 B (R, P. 91rf). 

* I cannot believe that tlie interview of Sokrates with Parmenides is a 

mere figment of Plato's, though, of course, the dialogue reported is purely 

imaginary. Had Plato brought the two men together for purely dramatic 

])ur[)oses, he would hardly have invited criticism by giving exact figures 

as to the ages of Parmenides and Zeno. Nor would he have referred to 

the meeting in two other passages of his works {Soph, 217 C, and Theait. 

183 E). 
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to have been a native. I cannot explain the origin of the 
mistake. Diels holds that Apollodoros merely synchron- 
ised Parmenides with Herakleitos, but it is very strange 
that he should have neglected the data furnished by Plato. 
We have seen already (§ 43) that Aristotle records a 
tradition which made Parmenides the disciple of Xeno- 
phanes ; but the value of this testimony is diminished by 
the doubtful way he speaks. It is clear that he had no 
authentic information on the point It is, we also saw, 
very unlikely that Xenophanes actually founded the 
school of Elea, though it is quite possible he visited 
that city. He tells us himself that, in his ninety-second 
year, he was still wandering up and down (fr. 24). At 
that time Parmenides would be well advanced in life. 
Nor was Xenophanes at all the sort of man whom we 
should expect to find gathering disciples round him and 
establishing a school More probably his influence on 
Parmenides, if he really had any, was of a different 
kind. His vigorous satire may have awakened in the 
mind of the younger man that dissatisfaction with 
Pythagorean dualism which, as we shall see, was his 
starting-point. And we must not overlook the statement 
of Sotion, preserved to us by Diogenes, that, though 
Parmenides "heard" Xenophanes, he did not "follow" 
him. According to this account, our philosopher was 
the "associate" of two Pythagoreans, Ameinias and 
Diochaites, " a poor but noble man to whom he after- 
wards built a shrine as to a hero." It was Ameinias and 
not Xenophanes that " converted " Parmenides to the 
philosophic life.^ This has undoubtedly the air of a 

• D. L. ix. 21 (B. P. 91). Sotion, in his Stuxesnions, separated Par- 
menides from Xenophanes and associated him with the Pythagoreans 
{Box, 146-148), and D. L. follows.him here {Dox, p. 166). 



182 EAKLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 



trustworthy tradition, and the shrine erected by Par^ 
menides may well have been extant later to bear witness 
to it. It should also be mentioned that Strabo describes 
Parmenides and Zeno as Pythagoreans, and that Kebes 
talks of a " Parmenidean and Pythagorean way of life." * 
Zeller explains all this by supposing that, like Empe- 
dokles, Parmenides approved of and followed the Pytha- 
gorean mode of life without adopting the Pythagorean 
system. It is possibly true that Parmenides believed in 
a ''philosophic life" (§ 33), and that ]ie got the idea 
from the Pythagoreans ; but there is absolutely no trace, 
either in his writings or in what we are told about him, 
of his having been in any way affected permanently by 
the superstitious elements in Pythagoreanism. The 
writing of Empedokles is obviously modelled upon that 
of Parmenides, and yet there is an impassable gulf 
between the two. The touch of charlatanism, which is 
such an unpleasant feature in the copy, is altogether 
absent from the model. It is true, no doubt, as 0. Kern 
has pointed out, that there are traces of Orphic ideas in 
the poem of Parmenides ; ^ but they are all to be found 
either in the allegorical introduction, or in the second 
part of the poem; and we need not therefore believe 
they were taken very seriously. Now Parmenides was 
a western Hellene, and had probably been a Pythagorean. 
It is therefore hot a little remarkable that he should be 
so free from the common faults of his age and country. 
As regards the relation of Parmenides to the Pythagorean 
system, we shall have something to say later on. At 

• Strabo, Oeog. vi. 1 ; Keb. Tab, 2 (R. P. 91c). Kebes was probably 
the (Pytbagorising) cynic (Chap. II. n. 42) mentioned by Ath. Deip^, 
166 D (Sittl. Or, LUt, u. 276). 

^ Zu Parmenides, Arch, iii p. 173 sqq.: Atxn ^'•Xvwtws (v. 14) and 
the l«^/(c«r« vuxrit are distinctly Orphic. 
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present we need only note further that, like most of the 
oldest philosophers, he took part in politics ; and Speii- 
sippos recorded that the magistrates of Elea made the 
citizens swear every year to abide by the laws which 
Parmenides had given them.^ 

71. Parmenides was really the first philosopher to The poem, 
expound his system in metrical language. As there is 
a good deal of confusion on this subject, it deserves a 
few words of explanation. In writing of Empedokles, 
Mr. J. A. Symonds says : '' The age in which he lived 
had not yet thrown off the form of poetry in philo- 
sophical composition. Even Parmenides had committed 
his austere theories to hexameter verse." Now this is 
altogether wrongly put The earliest philosophers, 
Anaximander, Anaximenes, and Herakleitos, all wrote 
in prose, or what they meant for prose, and the only 
Greeks who ever wrote philosophy in verae at all were 
just these two, Parmenides and Empedokles ; for Xeno- 
phanes was not primarily a philosopher any more than 
Epicharmos. Empedokles copied Parmenides ; and he, 
no doubt, was influenced by the writings of Xenophanes. 
But the thing was an innovation, and one which luckily 
did not maintain itself. 

The fragments of Parmenides are preserved for the 
most part by Simplicius, who fortunately inserted them 
in his commentary, because in his time the original 
work was already rare.® I follow the arrangement of 
Karsten, adopting, however, the improved text of Diels. 

The steeds that bear me carried me as far as ever my heart 
desired, since they brought me and set me on the renowned 
way of the goddess, who with her own hands conducts the man 

• Ap. D. L. ix. 23 (R. P. 91). Cf. Strabo, vi. 1 (R, P. 91c). 
» SimpL Phya. 144, 25 D (K. P. 95). 
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who knows through all things. On what way was I borne 
5 along ; for on it did the wise steeds carry me, drawing my car, 
and maidens showed the way. And the axle, glowing in the 
socket — for it was urged round by the whirling wheels at each 
end — ^gave forth a sound as of a pipe, when the daughters of the 
Sun, hasting to convey me into the light, threw back their veils 

10 from off their faces and left the abode of Night. 

There are the gates of the ways of Night and Day, fitted 
above with a lintel and below with a threshold of stone. They 
themselves, high in the air, are closed by mighty doors, and 
Avenging Justice keeps the keys that open them. Her did 

15 the maidens entreat with gentle words and skilfully persuade 
to unfasten without demur the bolted bars from the gates. 
Then, when the doors were thrown back, they disclosed a wide 
opening, when their brazen hinges swung backwards in the 

20 sockets fastened with rivets and nails. Straight through theui, 
on the broad way, did the maidens guide the horses and the car, 
and the goddess greeted me kindly, and took my right hand 
in hers, and spake to me these words : — 

" Welcome, noble youth, that comest to my abode on the car 

25 that bears thee tended by immortal charioteers ! It is no ill 
chance, but justice and right that has sent thee forth to travel 
on this way. Far, indeed, does it lie from the beaten track of 
men ! Meet it is that thou shouldst learn all things, as well 
the unshaken heart of persuasive truth, as the opinions of 

30 mortals in which is no true belief at all. Yet none the less 
shalt thou learn of these things also, ^nce thou must judge 
approvedly of the things that seem to men as thou goest 
through all things in thy journey." R. P. 93. 



THE WAY OF TRUTH. 

Come now, I will tell thee — and do thou hearken to my 
saying and carry it away — the only two ways of search that 
35 can be thought of. The first, namely, that It is, and that it is 
impossible for anything not to be, is the way of conviction, 
for truth is its companion. The other, namely, that It is nat^ 
and that something must needs not be, — that, I tell thee, is a 
wholly untrustworthy path. For you cannot know what is 
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not — that is impossible — nor utter it ; for it is the same thing 40 
that can be thought and that can be.^® R. P. 94a. 

It needs must be that what can be thought and spoken of is ; 
for it is possible for it to be, and it is not possible for what is 
nothing to be. This is what I bid thee ponder. I hold thee 45 
back from this first waj of inquiry, and from this other also, 
upon which mortals knowing naught wander in two minds ; for 
hesitation guides the wandering thought in their breasts, so that 
they are borne along stupefied like men deaf and blind. Un- 
disceming crowds, in whose eyes the same thing and not the 50 
same is and is not, and all things travel in opposite directions ! ^^ 
R. P. 946. 

For this shall never be proved, that the things that are not 
are ; and do thou restrain thy thought from this way of inquiry. 
Nor let habit force thee to cast a wandering eye upon this 55 
devious track, or to turn thither thy resounding ear or thy 
tongue; but do thou judge the subtle refutation of their 
discourse uttered by me.^^ Q^e path only is left for us to 
speak of, namely, that It is. In it are very many tokens that 
what is, is uncreated and indestnictible, alone, complete," im- 60 
movable and without end. Nor was it ever, nor will it be ; for 
now it is, all at once, a continuous one. For what kind of origin 
for it will you look for 1 In what way and from what source 

^^ This is how Zeller takes these much disputed words. For the 
construction, cf. uVi utirtu (v. 34), Im ykf iTttu (v. 43), ri XiyM ti v^m r' 
S«v (t6.). We read, of course. Urn not Writ, with Zeller, 512, n. 1 (Eng. 
trans. L 584, n. 1). 

^^ In y. 44 I read ^nli* I' $vm Urn with Simplicius, and understand 
•TvM after it. The ^akitrfwct »ixitf^«r has, I believe, nothing to do with 
the wukitrngg Afft,09ifif but is a rendering of iUt £>» xtirm, Zeller doubts 
the reference to Herakleitos here, mainly on chronological grounds. We 
have seen, however, that Herakleitos may very well be earlier than he 
allows (§ 50). See Bernays, Oes. Abh. i. 62, n. 1, and Diels, Philotophen- 
sehiUen, p. 225. 

'* I read *0Xuinfn with Karsten, and x«yM» for kiy^, Aiy$t does not 
mean " reason " as opposed to sense. 

^ I read /Attniv r' 9v\»ft,%xU instead of •Z\9v ffwyint. Plutarch {adv. 
Col, 1114 D) gives Un ykf •Ik^fAtut, which points to this ; and 
Simplicius more than once applies the term ik»/t,tXif to the Uf of Par- 
menides {e.g, Phys. 137, 15 D). The epithet ffwyttif would surely be 
an anachronism ; it comes from Plato's TimaioSt 31 B, where it has its 
proper force. 
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could it have drawn its increase 1 I shall not let thee say nor 
think that it came from what is not; for it can neither be 

65 thought nor uttered that what is not is. And, if it came from 
nothing, what need could have made it arise later rather than 
sooner) Therefore must it either be altogether or be not at 
all. !Nor will the force of truth suffer aught to arise besides 
itself from that which in any way is. Wherefore, Justice does 

70 not loose her fetters and let anything come into being or pass 
away, but holds it fast. R. P. 94C-95. 

*' h it or 18 it not t " Surely it is adjudged, as it needs must 
be, that we are to set aside the one way as unthinkable and 
nameless (for it is no true way), and that the other path is real 

75 and true. How, then, can what is be going to be in the 
future ? Or how could it come into being 7 If it came into 
being, it is not; nor is it if it is going to be in the futiure. 
Thus is becoming extinguished and passing away not to be 
heard of. R. P. 95c. 

!Mor is it divisible, since it is all alike, and there is no more 
of it in one place than in another, to hinder it from holding 

80 together, nor less of it, but everything is full of what is. Where* 

fore all holds together ; for what is, is in contact with what is. 

Moreover, it is immovable in the bonds of mighty chains, 

without beginning and without end ; since coming into being 

and passing away have been driven afar, and true belief has 

85 cast them away. It is the same, and it rests in the self-same 
place, abiding in itself. And thus it remaineth constant in its 
place; for hard necessity keeps it in the bonds of the limit 
that holds it fast on every side. Wherefore it is not per- 
mitted to what is to be infinite ; for it is in need of nothing ; 
while, if it were infinite, it would stand in need of everything.^* 
R. P. 96. 

90 Look steadfastly with thy mind at things afar as if they 

were at hand. You cannot cut off what anywhere is from hold- , 

ing fast to what is anywhere; neither is it scattered abroad 

throughout the universe, nor does it come together. R. P. 96a. 

It is the same thing that can be thought and for the sake of 

^* I cannot restore this line. Simplicius gives ff^n U* T «» ir^yWr UiJt*, 
ivhich is metrically impossible. In the rendering I have given I follow 
Zeller, though with many doubts. 
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which the thought exists ; for you cannot find thought without 95 
something that is, to which it is betrothed. ^^ And there is not^ 
and never shall be, any time other than that which is present, 
since fate has chained it so as to be whole and immovable. 
Wherefore all these things are but the names which mortals 
have given, believing them to be true — coming into being and 100 
passing away, being and not being, change of place and altera- 
tion of bright colour. R. P. 97. 

Where, then, it has its farthest boundary, it is complete on 
every side, equally poised from the centre in every direction, 
like the mass of a rounded sphere ; for it cannot be greater or 105 
smaller in one place than in another. For there is nothing 
which is not that could keep it from reaching out equally, nor 
is it possible that there should be more of what is in this place 
and less in that, since it is all inviolable. For, since it is equal 
in all directions, it is equaUy confined within limits. R. P. 98. 

THE WAT OF OPINION. 

Here shall I close my trustworthy speech and thought about 110 
the truth. Henceforward learn the opinions of mortals, giving 
ear to the deceptive ordering of my words. 

Mortals have settled in their minds to speak of two forms, 
one of which they should have left out,^^ and that is where \ 

they go astray from the truth. They have assigned an opposite 115 
substance to each, and marks distinct from one another. To the 
one they allot the fire of heaven, light, thin, in every direction 
the same as itself, but not the same as the other. The other is 
opposite to it, dark night, a compact and heavy body. Of these 1 20 
I tell thee the whole arrangement as it seems to men, in order 
that no mortal may surpass thee in knowledge. R. P. 99. 

JN^ow that all things have been named light and night, and 
the things which belong to the power of each have been 
assigned to these things and to those, everything is full at once 

^* See above, n. 3. The meaning given to wi^anrfAifv is only a suggestion 
(Steph. Hies, «. v.). I can make nothing of the other renderings proposed. 

^^ Supplying ifftmZut after tif xfni* irr<. This seems obvious ; but those 
who hold that Parmenides is here expressing his own views are obliged to 
render "one of which it is wrong to speak of >vithout the other." So 
Simpl. Pkys, 31, 16 D. 
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125 of light and dark night, both equal, since neither has aught to 
do with the other. R. P. 100. 

• •.•.•« •■ 

The narrower circles are filled with unmixed fire, and those 
surrounding them with night, and in the midst of these rushes 
their portion of fire. In the midst of these circles is the 
divinity that directs the course of all things ; for she rules over 
130 all painful birth and all begetting, driving the female to the 
embrace of the male, and the male to that of the female. 
R. P. 101 A. 

First of all the gods she contrived Eros. R. P. ih. 

And thou shalt know ^^ the origin of all the things on high, and 
135 all the signs in the skj, and the resplendent works of the 
glowing sun's clear torch, and whence they arose. And thou 
shalt learn likewise of the wandering deeds of the round-faced 
moon, and of her origin. Thou shalt know, too, the heavens 
that surround us, whence they arose, and how l^ecessity took 
140 them and bound them to keep the limits of the stars . . . how 
the earth, and the sun, and the moon, and the sky that is 
common to all, and the Milky Way, and the outermost Olympos, 
and the burning might of the stars arose. R. P. 101 B, C. 
.■••*.•. 
Shining by night with borrowed light, wandering round the 
earth. 
145 Always straining her eyes to the beams of the sun. 

For as at any time is the condition of the flexible limbs, so is the 
state of men's minds ; for that which thinks is the same, namely, 
the substance of the limbs, in each and every man ; for their 
thought is that of which there is most in them.^^ R. P. 102 B. 



'^ Stein ascribes these verses to Empedokles. 

^^ This fragment of the theory of knowledge which was expounded in 
the second part of the poem of Parmenides must be taken in connexion 
with what we are told by Theophrastos in the Frarjmcnt on Sensation 
{Dox. p. 499, cf. n. 32). It appears from this that he laid down that the 
character of men's thought depended upon the preponderance of the light 
or the dark element in their bodies. They are wise when the light 
element predominates, and foolish when the dark gets the upper hand. 
Yer. 150 refers to the tlieory of generation ; see below, § 79. 
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On the right boys ; on the left girls. 150 

• • • • • • • 

Thus, according to men's opinions, did things come into 
being, and thus they are now. In time (they think) they will 
grow up and pass away. To each of these things men have 
assigned a fixed name. R P. I02d, 

72. In the First Part of his poem, we find Parmenides "itia. 
chiefly interested to prove that It is ; but it is not quite 
obvious at first sight what it is precisely that is. He says 
simply, What is, is. To us this does not seem very clear, 
and that for two reasons. In the first place, we should 
probably never think of doubting it, and we cannot, 
therefore, understand why it should be asserted with such 
iteration and vigour. In the second place, we are 
accustomed to all sorts of distinctions between different 
kinds and degrees of reality, and we do not see which 
of these is meant. Does Parmenides refer to the world 
of sense or the world of ideas; concrete existence or 
abstract being ; matter or spirit ? Now, we have already 
seen more than once that all these questions would have 
been absolutely meaningless to an early . Greek philo- 
sopher, and the system of Parmenides is the best touch- 
stone for our understanding of this fundamental historical 
truth. " That which is," with Parmenides, is primarily 
what, in popular language, we call matter or body ; only 
it is not matter as distinguished from anything else. It 
is certainly regarded as spatially extended; for it is 
quite seriously spoken of as a sphere (v. 102 sqq). 
Moreover, Aristotle tells us that Parmenides believed in 
none but a sensible reality, which does not mean with him 
a reality actually perceived by the senses, but one which 
might be so perceived if the senses were more perfect 
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than they are.^^ The assertion that It is amounts, then, 

to this, that the universe is a plenum ; and that there is 

no such thiug as empty space, either inside or outside the 

world. From this it follows at once that there can be 

no such thing as motion. Instead of endowing the One 

of Xenophanes with an impulse to change, as Herakleitos 

had done, and thus making it capable of explaining the 

world, Parmenides dismissed change as an illusion. He 

showed once for all that if you take the One seriously 

you are bound to deny everything else. All previous 

solutions of the question, therefore, had missed the point 

Anaximenes, who thought to save the unity of the primary 

substance by his theory of i-arefaction and condensation, 

did not observe that, by assuming there was less of 

what is in one place than another, he virtually affirmed 

the existence of what is not, or empty space (v. 78 sqq.). 

The Pythagorean explanation implied that empty space 

or air existed outside the world, and that it entered into 

it to divide the different substances (§ 42). It, too, 

assumes the existence of what is not. Nor is the theory 

of Herakleitos any more satisfactory ; for it is based upon 

the contradiction that fire both is and is not (v. 46 sqq.). 

The allusion to Herakleitos in the verses last referred 

to has been doubted; though, it would seem, upon 

insufficient grounds. Zeller points out quite rightly 

^' See Baumker, Die Einheit des ParmtnidtUcheii Stiendes {Jahrb, 
/. kloM. Phil. [1886] p. 641 8qq.)i «nd -^a* PrcU. d, MoJL p. 50 sqq. 
Por the statement of Aristotle, cf. Dt Cado, r, 1. 2986, 21. The Neo- 
platonists, of coarse, saw in the One of Parmenides their own 'intelligible 
world," and from this point of view Simplicius {Phys, 146, 31 D) calls 
the spherical form a *' mythical figment." Eudemos, however, had quite 
correctly explained that Parmenides meant to speak of the material 
universe (•i^»«0 ; cf. fr. 12 (Spengel), ap. Simpl. Phy%, 133, 25 D. " The 
Being of which Parmenides speaks is the very same Being of which our 
senses present us with a deceptive image " (Baumker). 
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that Herakleitos never says that Being and not-Being 
are the same (the common translation of v. 50); and, 
were there nothing moi'e than this, the reference might 
well seem dubious. The statement, however, that, 
according to the view in question, " all things travel in 
opposite directions" (v. 51), can hardly be understood 
of anything but the " upward and downward path," the 
"race in opposite directions" of Herakleitos (§ 58). It 
therefore seems worth wliile to point out that Par- 
menides does not attribute the view that Being and 
not-Being are the same to the philosopher whom he is 
attacking. He means simply that, in the eyes of some 
people, " what is," that is to say the primary substance, 
both is and is not, that it is at once the same and not 
the same. This is the natural meaning of the words; 
and it furnishes a very accurate description of the 
theory of Herakleitos, that fire was one in all its differ- 
ences, and that it remained the same though it passed 
into other forms, namely, water and earth. At the 
same time, it is quite wrong to say that the system of 
Parmenides was constructed in opposition to that of 
Herakleitos. 

73. The great novelty in the poem of Parmenides is The method of 
the method of argument. He first asks what is the 
common presupposition of all the views with which 
he has to deal, and he finds that this is the existence of 
empty space. The next question is whether this can be 
thought, and the answer is that it cannot. If you think 
at all, you must think of something. Empty space is 
nothing, and you cannot think of nothing. Therefore 
empty space does not exist. Philosophy had not yet 
learned to make the suicidal admission that a thine 
might be unthinkable and nevertheless exist. Only 
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that can be which can be thought (v. 40) ; for thought 
exists for the sake of what is (v. 94). 

This method Parmenides carries out with the utmost 
rigour. He will not have us pretend that we think 
what we must admit to be unthinkable. It is true that 
if we resolve to allow nothing but what we can under- 
stand, we come into direct conflict with the evidence of 
our senses, which present us with a world of change and 
decay. So much the worse for the senses, says Par- 
menides (v. 52 sqq.). To many this will doubtless seem 
a fatal mistake on his part, but let us see what history has 
to say on the point. The theory of Parmenides is the 
inevitable outcome of a monistic materialism, and his bold 
declaration of this fact destroyed that theory for ever. If 
he had lacked courage to work out the prevailing views of 
his time to their logical conclusion, and to accept that 
conclusion, however paradoxical it might seem to be, men 
might have gone on in the endless circle of opposition, 
rarefaction, and condensation, one and many, for ever. 
It was the thoroughgoing dialectic of Parmenides that 
made progress possible. Philosophy must now cease to be 
monistic or cease to be materialistic. It could not cease 
to be materialistic; for the incorporeal was still un- 
known. It therefore ceased to be monistic, and arrived 
at the atomic theory, which, so far as we know, is 
the last word of the view that the world is matter in 
motion. Having worked out its problems on those 
conditions, philosophy next attacked them on the other 
side. It ceased to be materialistic, and found it possible 
to be monistic once more, at least for a time. The 
progress would have been impossible but for that faith 
in reason which gave Parmenides the courage to reject 
as untrue what was to him unthinkable, however strange 
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the result might be. And, even from his own point of 
view, he was right The unthinkable always remains 
unthinkable, and nothing can be gained by pretending 
to admit its truth. It is true that if we refuse to allow 
the truth of what cannot be thought we have to leave 
out a great deal of reality, and our theory will therefore 
be partial. In that respect, however, it will only share 
the common lot of all things human, and that we cannot 
mend. What does concern us most is that, if we persist 
in pretending to hold beliefs which cannot be thought, 
our theory will be just as partial, and it will, besides, 
be certainly untrue from top to bottom ; while, if we 
liold to what w^e can think, it will be partial, indeed, 
but a part of the truth. We cannot take more of 
reality into our view of the world than it already 
contains except by learning to regard the data in a 
new way, and this we can do only if we have first 
thought out what we know already to its logical 
conclusion. 

74. Parmenides goes on to develop all the con- The resuiu. 
sequences of the admission that It is. It must be 
uncreated and indestructible. It cannot have arisen out 
of nothing ; for there is no such thing as nothing. Nor 
can it have arisen from something ; for there is no room 
for anything but itself. What is cannot have beside it 
any empty space in which something else might arise ; for 
empty space is nothing, nothing cannot be thought, and 
therefore cannot exist. What is, never came into beinc. 
nor is anything going to come into being in the future. 
" Is it or is it not ? *' If it is, then it is now, all at 
once. Time is a mere figment (v. 96 sq.). 

That Parmenides was really denying the existence of 
empty space, and not maintaining a theory of abstract 
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Being, wa^ quite well known to Plato. He says^ that 
Parmenides held " all things were one, and that the 
one remains at rest in itself, having no place in which to 
move" Aristotle is no less clear. In the Be Ccelo ^ he 
lays it down that Parmenides was driven to take up the 
position that the Ope was immovable just because no 
one had yet imagined that there was any reality other 
than sensible reality. 

That which is, is; and it cannot be more or less. 
There is, therefore, as much of it in one place as in 
another, and the world is a continuous, indivisible plenum. 
From this it follows at once that it must be immovable. 
If it moved, it must move into an empty space, and there 
is no empty space. It is hemmed in by what is, by the 
real, on every side. For the same reason, it must be 
finite, and can have nothing beyond it It is complete 
in itself, and has no need to stretch out indefinitely into 
an empty space which does not exist. Hence, too, it is 
spherical It is equally real in every direction, and the 
sphere is the only form which meets this condition. Any 
other would be in one direction more than in another. 
And this sphere cannot even move round its own axis ; 
for there is nothing outside of it with reference to which 
it could be said to move, 
nenides 75. To sum Up. Wliat IS, IS B, finite, spherical, 

sriaiism. motionless corporeal plenum, and there is nothing beyond 
it The appearances of multiplicity and motion, empty 
space and time, are illusions. We see from this that the 
primary substance of which the early cosmologists were 
in search has now become a sort of " thing in itself." It 
never quite lost this character again. What appears 
later as the elements of Empedokles, the so - called 

«> Theait, 180 E. ' " » r, 1. 2986, 21. 
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'' homoeomeries " of Anaxagoras and the atoms of Leukip- 
pos and Demokritos, is just the Parmenidean "Being." 
Parmenides is not, as some have said, "the father of 
idealism;" on the coutraiy, all materialism depends 
upon his view of reality. 

76. It is commonly said that, in the Second Part of Tiie cpinions 
liis poem, Parmenides offers a dualistic theory of things 
as his own conjectural explanation of the actual, sensible 
world.^ This view is derived ultimately from the Aris- 
totelian commentators, who saw in the Way of Truth a 
discussion of the Neoplatonist ** intelligible world," and iu 
the Way of Opinion an explanation of the "sensible 
world." With his usual cletir-sightedness, Alexander of 
Aphrodisias, indeed, seems to have taken a more reason- 
able view of what Parmenides really meant ; but Sim- 
plicius argues against him with much earnestness and 
ingenuity.^ 

It need hardly be said that such subtleties were as far 
as possible from the mind of Parmenides himself. He 
lays it down in the most unequivocal manner that there 
is no truth at all in the cosmology of the Way of Opinion ; 
and he gives it, not as his own hypothesis, but simply as 
the belief of " mortals," that is to say, of his contempor- 
aries. Now, those who held views of this kind were not 
the Milesians, certainly, nor Herakleitos ; for these were 

^ The view in question derives some support from the expressions of 
Aristotle. He certainly says that P. was compelled to accommodate him- 
self to appearances, and to assume that while reality was one according to 
reasoning, it was many according to sense (Met, A, 6. 9866, 31). He 
also attributes the dualist cosmology of the Second Part to Parmenides 
himself in a number of places {e.g. Phys, A, 5. 188a, 20) ; but that is a 
very natural manner of speaking in any case. We must remember that 
the distinction between the world as it is for thought and the world as it 
is for sense was first clearly established by Plato. 

« SimpL Phys, 38, 24 sqq. D. 
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monists like Parmenides himself. Still less can they be 
ordinary, unphilosophical people ; it is true that the 
theory is based upon ordinary sense -perception, but 
nevertheless the mass of men ^re .very far indeed from 
believing in a systematic cosmology such as that here 
expounded. No one seems to be left but the Pytha- 
goi*eans ; and, in fact, as was shown by Krische,** many 
of the details unquestionably do belong to the cosmology 
of that sect. We shall come back to this presently ; 
meanwhile we must try to find an answer to the very 
natural question why Parmenides thought it worth while 
to put into hexameter verses a view of the world which 
he believed to be radically false. Here again we have 
only to look at what he says himself, and the solution 
will be apparent. It was, he tells us (v. 31), in order 
that the reader might be in a position to criticise and 
refute the rival theory. In other words, Parmenides was, 
as we have seen, a dialectician, and he finds it necessary 
to work out the opposite view, for just the same reason 
that Plato found it necessary to write in dialogue. The 
philosophy of Parmenides is, in some sort, a critical 
philosophy, and criticism must have an object. Of course 
he admitted that men really are subject to all the illusions 
which their senses present to them. He held it to be of 
vital importance that they should get behind these and 
come in contact with the real tnith of things. Further, 

** Forschungen, pp. 97-116, where the passage of Aetios alK>iit to be 
quoted is admirably discussed. Diels {Uefter die dttesten Philosophen- 
schulender Grifchen, in Philon. Anfs. Ed, Zdier geivUlniei, p. 253) obj<9ct8 
to Tannery's revival of this theory on the gi-ound that the two "forms" 
of Parmenides may be identified with the Warm and the Cold of Anaxi- 
mandcr, or the Rare and the Dense of Anaximenes ; but the dualism of 
the theory seems much too fundamental and decided for that. In his 
Empedokles und Gorgias {Sitzutigaber. der Berl. Akad, 1884, p. 352), 
Diels now speaks of Parmenides as *' strongly Pythagorising in his A«^s.*' 
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this was to be done by argument, by dialectic It was, 
therefore, of importance to know these illusions thoroughly; 
and, to this end, it was well to take the most coherent 
account of them that had been given. That Parmenides, 
living at the time he did, and in Southern Italy, should 
have looked upon the Pythagorean system as the final 
explanation of the world that could be given from the 
false standpoint of the senses, is only natural We may 
therefore hope to get from him some information as to 
what Pythagoreanism really was in his day, and thus 
both to supplement what was said in Chap. II. and to 
prepare for the inquiry which will occupy us in Chap. VII. 

77. The view that the Second Part of the poem of The duAiiat 

cosmology. 

Parmenides is nothing but a summary of contemporary 
Pythagorean cosmology is, doubtless, incapable of rigorous 
demonstration, but it can be made extremely probable. 
The entire history of Pythagoreanism up to the end of 
the^fifth century B.C. is, as has already been pointed out, 
conjectural ; but, if we find in Parmenides ideas which 
are wholly unconnected with his own view of the world, 
and if we find precisely the same ideas in later Pytha- 
goreanism, the most natural inference will surely be that 
the later Pythagoreans derived these views from their 
predecessors, and that they formed part of the original 
stock-in-trade of the society to which they belonged. 
This will only be confirmed if we find that these ideas 
are simply developments of those parts of the old Ionian 
cosmology which had been rejected by Xenophanes. 
We have seen (§ 48) how the latter dropped all those 
parts of Anaximander's system that seemed to lead to 
dualism, and we shall not be surprised to find that these 
were just what Pythagoras fixed upon and worked into 
his own system. Pythagoras came from Samos, which 
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always stood in the closest relations with Miletos ; and 
it was not, so far as we can see, in his cosmological views 
that he chiefly displayed his originality. It has been 
pointed out above (§ 42) that the idea of the world 
breathing came from Anaximenes, and we need not be 
surprised to find traces of Anaximander as well. 

As has been said already, the fundamental dualism of 
the Way of Opinion certainly creates a presumption in 
favour of the view that the system described in it is early 
Pythagoreanism. So far as we know, there were no 
other contemporary dualists to whom Parmenides' could 
have referred. The question that now arises is simply 
whether it is possible to show that the particular form 
of dualism with which we have to do here can or can 
not be identified with that which we are justified on 
other grounds in ascribing to the Pythagoreans of the 
first half of the fifth century B.a 

Now, if we were confined to what Aristotle tells us on 
this subject, it would be almost impossible to make out a 
case ; but his statements require, as usual, to be examined 
with a certain amount of care. He tells us, first of all, 
that the two elements of Parmenides were the Warm and 
the Cold.^ In this he is so far justified by the frag- 
ments that, since the Fire of which Parmenides speaks 
is, of course, warm, the other element, which has all the 
opposite qualities, must of necessity be cold. But, never- 
theless, the habitual use of the terms " the warm " and 
"the cold" is an accommodation to Aristotle s own 
system. In Parmenides himself they were simply one 
pair of attributes amongst others which distinguished the 
two " forms." 

» Ti itfftif xmi ri ^^'uxpif. Met. A, 8. 9846, 3 ; 5. 9866, 31 ; Phys. A, 
5. 188a, 20 ; Oen, Corr, A, 3. 3186, 6 ; B, 3. 3306, 14. 
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Still more misleading is Aristotle's identification of 
these with Fire and Earth.^^ It is not quite certain that 
he meant to say Parmenides himself made this identifica- 
tion \^ but, on the whole, it is most likely that he did, 
and Theophastros certainly followed him in this.^ It is 
another question whether it is accurate. We know that 
the earth was made of the dense element ;^^ and the 
suggestion of Zeller,^ that this was the sole basis of the 
theory, is in every way probable. Simplicius, who had 
the poem before him (§ 71), after mentioning Fire and 
Earth, at once adds "or rather. Light and Darkness;"^ 
and this is suggestive enough. Lastly, Aristotle's identi- 
fication of the dense element with " what is not," ^^ the 
unreal of the First Part of the poem, is not very easy 
to reconcile with the view that it is earth, though it 
seems to be sufficiently justified by v. 114. On the 
other hand, if we suppose that the second of the two 
" forms " which " should have been left out " is the 
Pythagorean Air or Void, we get a yery good explanation 
of Aristotle's identification of it with "what is not." 
We seem, then, on the whole, to be justified in simply 
neglecting the identification of the dense element with 
earth altogether.^ Tlie further statement of Theophrastos, 

«• Phya, A, 5. 188a, 20 ; Met, A, 5. 9866, 31 (R. P. 99a). 

^ Brandis {Camm, ElecU. 167) and Karsten (ReUquioe, I 222) held that 
Aristotle merely gave this as his own inference ; but Zeller rightly points 
out that we must not press the words •!•? 9'vf »•* yn* xiyttv, 

28 Phy8. Op, fr. 6 {Dox. p. 482 ; R. P. 99a). So also all the doxo- 
graphers down to Cicero, Acad. ii. 118 (after Kleitomachos). R. P. t6. 

^ Plut. Strom, fr. 5 {Dox, p. 581) ; xiyw h rnv ynv r»v ^v»v»v uaraffuur^t 
aiff yiynvmi. 

^ Zeller, p. 620, n. 1 (Eng. trans, p. 593, n, 2). 

« Phyn, 25, 16 D. ^ Met, A, 5. 9866, 35 (R. P. 99o). 

^ This disposes of the difficulty which Tannery finds here {Science 
hell^nej p. 226 sq.). The subtle element does not, we shall see, correspond 
to the Unlimited, but to the Limit. 
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that the Warm was the efficient cause and the Cold the 
material or passive,^ is intelligible enough if we identify 
them with the Limit and the Unlimited respectively; 
but is not, of course, to be regarded as strictly his- 
torical. 

We have seen that Simplicius, with the poem of 
Parmenides before him, corrects Aristotle by substituting 
Light and Darkness for Fire and Earth,^ and in this he 
is amply borne out by the fragments which he quotes. 
Parmenides himself calls one " form " Light, Flame, and 
and Fire (v. 116, 122), and the other Night (v. 119). 
We have now to consider whether these can be identified 
with the Pythagorean I4niit and Unlimited. We have 
seen good reason to believe (§ 42) that the idea of the 
world breathing really belonged to the earliest form of 
Pythagoreanism,^ and there can be no difficulty in 
identifying this " boundless breath " with Darkness, 
which stands very well for the Unlimited. "Air" or 
mist was always regarded as the dark element.^ And 
that which gives definiteness to the vague darkness is 
certainly light or fire, and this may account for the 

»* Theophr. Phys. Op. fr. 6 {Dox. p. 482 ; R. P. 99o), followed by the 
doxographers. 

» See n. 31. 

*• For tlie Aristotelian references to this, see R. P. 68 B, d. 

^ Note the identification of the dense element with "air" in Plut. 
Strom, f qiioted n, 29 ; and see Schmidt, Griechische Synonymih^ § S5 : 
"The idea of air, as we understand it, was unkno^Ti in early antiquity ; 
yet wind and breath suggested a mysterious something that filled tbe 
space above the land and the water, as far as the clouds and beyond them. 
It was believed that this element was apprehended visibly in the clouds, 
and accordingly, in Homer, the word «v signifies the mist which is 
extended generally over all the earth, showing itself as the bluish 
veil which obscures objects when we look out over wide stretches of 
country." Cf. Chap. I. § 26 and Cliap. V. § 85. Darkness was first 
proclaimed to be a mere shadow and not a real thing by Empedokles 
(Chap. III. § 61). 
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prominence given to that element by Hippasos.^ We 
may probably conclude, then, that the Pythagorean dis- 
tinction between the Limit and the Unlimited, which we 
shall have to consider later (Chap. VIL), made, its first 
appearance in the naively realistic form which Parmenides 
describes. The darkness or "air" of which he speaks 
is simply another name for the unreal^^of which he had 
spoken in the First Part of his poem, and which should 
have been left out altogether (v. 113). 

78. We must now look at the general cosmical view The heavenly 

bodies 

which was expounded in the Second Part of the poem. 
The fragments are scanty, and the doxographical tradition 
hard to interpret ; but enough remains to show that here, 
too, we are on Pythagorean ground. All discussion of 
the subject must start from the following important 
passage of Actios : — 

Parmenides held that there were crowns close together and 
encircling one another, formed of the rare and the dense element 
respectively, and that between these there were other mixed 
crowns made up of light and darkness. That which surrounds 
them all was solid like a wall, and under it is a fiery crown. 
That which is the midmost of all the crowns is also solid, and 
surrounded in turn by a fiery circle. The central circle of the 
mixed crowns is the cause of movement and becoming to all the 
rest. He calls it " the goddess who directs their course," " the 
Key-bearer," and "Necessity." (Aet. ii. 7. 1 ; R. P. 101 D.) 

The first thing to be noted here is that the " crowns " 
of which Parmenides spoke are certainly not spheres, as 
is often supposed. The language used does not even 
suggest that the outermost of all, which is " solid like a 
wall," is so. The picture presented to us is rather that 
of a number of concentric rings like those of Auaximander 
(§ 18); and we shall see when we come to the details 

w Arist. Met, A, 3. 984a, 7 (R. P. 47c). 
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that this view is strikingly borne out by the fragments. 
The great difference is that, according to Aetios, the rings 
described by Parmenides were closely fitted together 
without any interval between them. They were, in fact, 
just like a nest of cylindrical boxes. Now this last com- 
parison is actually used by Plato in the description of 
the Kosmos which he has inserted in his famous Myth 
of Er the Armenian,^ and that description is clearly 
Pythagorean in substance. 

Coming to details it is clear, in the first place, that 
the solid ring on the outside is the " outermost Olympos " 
(v. 141), a distinctively Pythagorean idea. Immediately 
within it is a fiery circle, the Pythagorean Ouranos 
(v. 137), called also the aether by Parmenides (v. 141). 
If we can trust Actios so far, the planet Venus, which 
Parmenides identified as the morning and evening star,*® 
the sun, and the fixed stars were in this region.*^ It 
must, however, be allowed that the point seems rather 
doubtful. The solid region in the middle is, of course, 
the earth. I see no reason for supposing that this was 
regarded as spherical.'*^ If it was, we should only, so 

^ Rtp, X. 616 D. Plato calls the rings r^«y^vx«f, not xi/»Xm (Anaxi- 
maiider) or rrf^cyc/ (Parmenides) ; but, in any case, they are not the 
spheres which played so important a part in later Greek astronomy. 

^ So Act. ii. 15. 7 (confirmed as a doxographical tradition by D. L. 
viii. 14). The identification of the morning and evening star waa also 
ascribed to Pythagoras (D. L. loc, cxt.)\ and this so far confirms onr 
view. Achilles {Dox, 19, ». 2) gave the priority in this discovery to the 
poet Ibykos of Rhegion, who was at Samos in the days of Pythagoras, and 
may have learnt it from him. 

« Aet. ii. 1 5. 7. 

^ D. L. ix. 21 certainly says so ; but that passage has been filtered 
through a biographical compendium {^Dox, 166). From viii. 48 we 
gather that the word used by Theophrastos was not wp&uftt^i but 
€rfyyuXn^ which would apply to a ring just as well as to a sphere. 
Note that the priority in this matter also is claimed for P^'thagoras 
(PAy«. Oi\ fr. 17 ; Dox. p. 492). 
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far as I can see, have oue ring formed of the dense 
element, namely, the outermost Olympos, which is con- 
trary to what we are told by Actios in the passage 
quoted above. We shall see presently that there is 
another reason for regarding the earth as annular. The 
fiery circle which surrounds the earth is simply the 
luminous atmosphere, which must be carefully dis- 
tinguished from the dark " air " or mist. 

Actios tells us that between these encircling rings of 
the rare and the dense element there were mixed crowns 
composed of both. Here we have, fortunately, an im- 
portant fragment (v. 126 sqq.) to help us. From this 
it appears that these crowns are really made up of a 
narrower crown of fire, surrounded by one of night, 
within which rushes the fiame. This is simply the 
theory of Anaximander (§ 18), and nothing can be more 
likely than that Pythagoras adopted it from him. We 
note, however, that in the Myth of Er the planets are 
no longer rings of fire hidden, except at a single point, by 
dense rings of air, but apparently globes of fire situated 
at a single definite point on the rings.*^ This points, doubt- 
less, to a development within the Pythagorean society. 

In the same fragment which we have just been dis- 
cussing, we are told (v. 128) that "in the midst of 
these " is " the goddess who directs the course of all 
things." Actios, or his source, very naturally took this 
to mean " in the middle of the mixed crowns," which 
have just been described. But the words of Parmenides 
himself might just as well mean *' in the midst of all the 
crowns"; that is to say, in the centre of the Kosmos, 
inside the circle of the annular earth. What is more, 
Siniplicius, who had the complete poem before him, 

^ Hep. X. loc. cit. 
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certainly understood that this goddess was in the centre.** 
Now, here again we have a distinctively Pythagorean 
idea, that of the Hestia or central fire (§ 125). Appar- 
ently Parmenides went on to describe how other gods, 
beginning with Eros (v. 133), were produced from 
this.*5 

Actios makes some other mistakes about this goddess 
which it is worth while to notice in passing. He says 
she was called " the Key-bearer " ^ and " Justice," which 
is clearly due to a confusion with the goddess who opens 
the gate to Parmenides in the allegorical introduction to 
his poem (v. 14). But, if we were not in a position 
to explain this mistake, what floods of mystical inter- 
pretation it would have let loose ! It would be the 
easiest thing in the world to find a key-bearing goddess 
in Egypt, — Thmei, with her well-known symbol, would 
serve the turn admirably, — and Parmenides would be 
shown up as a mere plagiarist from the Book of the 
Dead. On the other hand, when Actios says that the 
goddess was also called Necessity, he is probably right ; 
for this agrees admirably with the Myth of Er.*^ 

In the present state of the subject it would be 
unsafe to venture further than this in the discussion 

** Phyg. 34, 14 D (R. P. 1016). This view is adopted by Erische, 
Zeller, and Diels ; but how they can accept it without regarding the 
earth as annular I do not understand. Cicero {N. />. i. 11. 28; R. P. 
101</) makes the opposite mistake of regarding the goddess herself as a 

** Philodemos (De Piet, 68, Gomperz ; Dox. p. 634) tells us that 
Parmenides made his first god inanimate (a commonplace of Epicurean 
criticism), and identified the gods begotten of it with the passions of 
men. Cicero {N. i>. i. 11. 28 ; R. P. lOlg) mentions in particular War, 
Discord, and Desire. 

^ The MSS. of Stobaios have »Xfif»vx**> which would be still mor 
absurd ; but we must clearly read Mkrthux*^ with Fiilleborn. 

*^ Plato, Bep, X. loc, cit. 
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of astronomical details;^ I can only hope that the 
account given will seem intelligible so far, and that the 
Pythagorean character of the system expounded has been 
made clear. 

79. If we remember that Kroton, in the fifth century Physiological 

theories. 

B.C., was the seat of a famous medical school,^® we shall 
not be inclined to doubt that the Pythagoreans paid some 
attention to the human body. As a matter of fact, the 
name of the Krotoniate Alkmaion has been handed down 
as representing this tendency within the society,^ and 
we are accordingly prepared to find that Parraenides, in 
describing the views of his contemporaries, was obliged 
to say something on physiological as well as cosmological 
matters. 

Man, according to the view which he expounds, first 
arose from the primitive slime.^^ This was Anaximan- 
der's view (§ 20), and may well have been adopted by 
the Pythagoreans. Further, he was composed, like every- 
thing else, of the warm and the cold element. In dealing 
with the problem of generation, Parmenides attacked the 



^ The following points may be noted among those which requirft 
further examination. The sun and moon, which were of firo (Act. ii. 
20. 8, 25. 3), were said to be equal in size, and the moon derived its light 
from the sun {ib. 26. 2). This was because some of the dark element was 
mingled with its fiery substance, whence, too, it was called y^tv^0^mvfit 
{ib. 30. 4). Both sun ami moon were separated off from the Milky Way 
{ib. 20. 8a), which derives its peculiar colour from the mixture of the 
dense and the rare in it. 

*• Herod. iiL 131. The physician Demokedes married the daughter of 
the Pythagorean Milo {ib. 137). 

** D. L. viii. 83 (R. P. 65c). It is true, as Krische observes {Forsch. 
p. 69), that Aristotle {Met. A, 5. 986a^ 27 s<iq.) does not say that Alk- 
maion was a Pythagorean ; he rather implies that he was not. But this 
merely means that Aristotle did not find in his teaching any trace of the 
later Pythagorean ism which he knew. 

»i D. L. ix. 22 (R. P. 102 A), adopting the reading of the Basel edition, 
tkvts for nxUus, 



206 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

question of what determines the sex of the offspring 
males came from the right, and females from the left 
side (v. 150).*^ Women had more of the warm element, 
and men more of the cold,^ a view diametrically opposed 
to that of Empedokles (§ 94). 

Parmenides is classed by Theophrastos " with those 
who explained perception by similars. It is the prepon- 
derance of the warm or the cold element in a man that 
determines the character of his thought (v. 146 sqq.).^ 
Death is caused by the removal of the fiery element, 
but even corpses retain a perception of what is cold 
and dark.^ 

In all this we see the first beginnings of an interest in 
biological matters which continued to gix)w steadily in 
the hands of Empedokles and others throughout the 
whole of this period, and we cannot be far wrong in 
ascribing this to the influence of the Pythagorising 
Asklepiads of Kroton. We must now turn to the con- 
sideration of the effect which the dialectic of Parmenides' 
First Part liad upon the subsequent course of philosophy. 

°' Some verses from the discussion of this subject have been presei'ved 
in a Latin transktion by Caelius Aurelianus (fifth century a.d.) , De morb. 
cJiron, iv. 9 (R. P. 102a). Cf. Aet. v, 7. 4, along with the remarks of 
Diels {Dox, p. 194). 

M Arist. Part. An. B, 2. 648a, 28; Oen. An. A, 1. 7656, 19. With this 
is connected the statement that women first arose in the south, and men 
in the north (Aet. v, 7. 2). 

** De Sena. 1. 

** The words t» ykf wXuir Uri tinfMt (v. 149) are correctly paraphrased 
by Theophr. dt Sens. 3 : »«t« t§ ifrtf(iaXX»f UtU n ywtt (R. P. 102 C); cf. 
Alex, in Met. p. 263, Bonitz : it Jut »«r« ri wXufa^^v »tu Wtttfm<r»uv i» ^^ 
r^futrixvi haSiwu »vt»Z {w, r§ti pp$9ttv) ytfMfiivMv. It is unnecessary to do 
more than allude to the extraordinary mistake Hegel makes about this 
{Gesch. d. PhU. i. 277). 

M Theophr. De Sena. 4 (B. P. 102 C). 
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80. The belief that all things must be fundamentally Pluralism, 
one thing, was common to all the philosophers we have 
hitherto studied. The earliest had held that the different 
substances which we perceive in the world were all mere 
passing forms of some one underlying substance, be it 
Water, or Air, or Fire, or something which is none of 
these. But now Parraenides has shown that, if we are 
serious in holding that this one substance really is, 
we must make up our minds to abandon the idea that it 
can take difiTerent forms. The senses, which present to 
us a world of change and multiplicity, are deceitful. 
From this conclusion there was no escape ; the time was 
still to come when philosophers would seek the unity of 
the world in something which, from its very nature, the 
senses could never perceive. It is true, no doubt, that 
the One of Parmenides is not, as a matter of fact, so per- 
ceived ; but that is altogether the fault of the senses. 
We have not yet got to the stage where it is possible to 
regard the same world as one for thought though many 
for sense. The One, it still seemed, could not co-exist 
with the Many. 

We find, accordingly, that from the time of Parmenides 
to that of Plato, all thinkers in whose hands philosophy 
made any real progress abandoned the monistic hypo- 
thesis. Those who still held by it for the most part 

207 
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z/\'t\AfA a pnrelr critical attimde, anl confined tbem- 
fst-Xy^ to a dialfrcti'^l defence of the theory of Parmenides 
a::'ain«it the new views. Some tau:»ht the doctrine of 
HerakleiUiS in an exacu^erated form ; some continued to 
ex{Kiand the «yatems of the early Milesians. This, of 
coarse, showed a want of true insight into the problem ; 
but even those pliilos^^ipliers who saw that Pannenides 
could not lie left unanswered, were by no means equal to 
their predecessors in power and thoroughness. Philosophy 
does well, no doubt, to reject a " cheap and easy Monism," 
which simply sets the problem of multiplicity aside ; but 
}i, cannot with impunity lose sight of what must always 
be its ultimate end, the interpretation of the world as a 
single whole. The corporealist hypothesis had proved 
itself unable to bear the weight of a monistic structure, 
and no other was available till the discussions of the 
** Sophists " and Sokrates suggested to Plato that a thing 
might be real without being a body. Meanwhile, a 
thoroughgoing pluralism, that is to say, an atomic theory, 
might have some value, if not as a final explanation of 
the world, yet at least as an intelligible view of a part j)f 
it. Any pluralism, on the other hand, which stops short 
of the atoms, like that of Empedokles and Anaxagoras, 
will achieve no permanent result, however many may be 
the brilliant apergm which it embodies. It will still 
remain an attempt to reconcile two things which cannot 
be reconciled, and may always, therefore, be developed 
into contradictions and paradoxes. 
UfeofKmi)«- 81. Empedokles was a citizen of Akragas in Sicilv. 

(luklea. " 

His father's name, according to the best accounts, was 
Meton.* His grandfather, also called Empedokles, had 

' Tlio name la amply attested by Aetios {i.e. Theoplirostos), i. 3. 20 
(R. P. 131 A), by Timaios, and by Aiwllodoros. Satyros, however, called 
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won a victory in the horse-race at Olympia in OL LXXI. 
(496 B.c.).^ This proves that the family was both illus- 
trious and public-spirited. To breed horses for the great 
games was always looked upon as an act of public 
munificence, not as a sign of private ostentation and 
vanity. 

Apollodoros fixed the floruit of Empedokles in 01. 
LXXXIV. (444 B.C.). This is the date of the foundation 
of Thourioi; and it appears from the quotation in Diogenes 
that it was selected simply on account of the statement 
made by the almost contemporary biographer, Glaukos of 
Bhegion, that Empedokles visited the new city shortly 
after its foundation. The date thus arrived at, taken in 
connexion with the statements of Aristotle and Herak- 
leides that Empedokles died at the age of sixty, would 
yield the result that he was born in 484 and died in 
424 B.c.^ But we are in no way bound to believe that 
Empedokles was just forty years old at the time of that 
event in his life which can most easily be dated. This 
is the assumption made by Apollodoros; but there are, as 
Zeller has pointed out, and Diels now admits, a number 
of reasons for thinking that the date he thus arrives at is 

him Exalnetos. There was an Olympic victor of that name in 01. XCII., 
who was also a citizen of Akragas (Diod. xiii. 82), and this may have given 
rise to the mistake. A letter, professing to be from the pen of Telauges, 
son of Pythagoras, and addressed to Philolaos, called Empedokles the son 
t>f Archinomos (D. L. viii. 53) ; but tbis letter, as Neanthes of Kyzikos 
observed, deserves no credit (R. P. 129d), It appears to have formed 
part of a forged correspondence intended to connect Empedokles with the 
Pythagoreans (cf. R. P. 48 A, 6, and n. 12, below). 

' For this we have the authority of Apollodoros (D. L. viii. 52 ; R. P. 
129), who follows the Olympic Victors of Eratosthenes, who in turn 
appealed to Aristotle. Herakleides of Pontos, in his Utpi »mv (n. 14), 
spoke of the elder Empedokles as a " breeder of horses " (K. P. 129a); and 
Timaioa mentioned him as a distinguished man in his Fifteenth Book. 
Later writers, of course, made Empedokles himself the Olympic victor. 

» R. P. 129. 

H 
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too late by some eight or ten years> It is, indeed, most 
likely that Empedokles did not go to Thourioi till after 
his banishment from Akragas, and he was probably more 
than forty years old when that happened. All, therefore, 
that we can be said to know of his date is, that his grand- 
father was still vigorous in 496 6.C.; that he himself was 
active at Akragas after 472, the date of Theron's death ; 
and that he died later than 444 B.c. 

Even these indications are enough to show that his 
boyhood must have coincided with the reign of Theron, 
the tyrant who co-operated with Gelon of Syracuse in 
the repulse of the Carthaginians from Himera, and under 
whom Akragas attained to such a height of splendour and 
prosperity. Theron's son and successor, Thrasydaios, was, 
however, a man of a very different character. Before his 
accession to the throne of Akragas, he had ruled in his 
father's name at Himera, and had completely estranged 
the affections of the inhabitants. Theron died in 472 B.C., 
Thrasydaios came to rule in his stead, and at once dis- 
played all the vices and follies usual in the second holder 
of a usurped dominion. After a disastrous war with 
Hieron of Syracuse, he was driven out ; and Akragas 
enjoyed a free government till it fell before the Cartha- 
ginians more than half a century later.^ 

In the political events of the next few years, Empe- 
dokles certainly played an important part ; but our infor- 
mation as to those events is of a very unsatisfactory 

* Dielfl, Empedokles und Oorgicu, n, 2 {Sitzungaber, d, K, Preuss Akad. 
1884). Tbeophrastos said that Empedokles was bom ''not long after 
Anaxagoras " (Dox. p. 477, 17n) ; and Alkidamas made him the fellow - 
pupil of Zeno under Parmenides, and the teacher of Gorgias (see below, 
n. 18). Now Gorgias was a little older than Antiphon {b. 01. LXX.), so it 
is clear we must go back at least to 490 B.C. for the birth of Empcdokes. 

* On all this see Professor Freeman*s History of Sicily, 
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kind. Diogenes has extracted from the Sicilian historian 

Timaios one or two stories illustrating the political action 

of Empedokles. These stories are obviously genuine 

popular traditions picked up by Timaios himself about a 

hundred and fifty years afterwards ; but, like all popular 

traditions, they are somewhat confused. The picturesque 

incidents are remembered, but the essential parts of the 

story, which alone could make it intelligible, are dropped 

altogether. Still, we may be thankful that the " collector 

of old wdves' tales," ^ as sneering critics called him, has not 

attempted to rationalise the traditions, but has enabled us 

to measui'e the historical importance of Empedokles for 

ourselves by giving us a glimpse of the way in which he was 

pictured by the great-grandchildren of his contemporaries. 

We read, then,^ that once he was invited to sup with 

one of the "rulers." Tradition delights in such vague 

titles. "The supper was well advanced, but no drink 

was brought in. The rest of the company said nothing, 

but Empedokles was righteously indignant, and insisted 

on wine being produced. The host, however, said he was 

waiting for the serjeant of the Council When that 

official arrived, he was appointed niler of the feast. The 

host, of course, appointed him. Thereupon he began to 

give hints of an incipient tyranny. He ordered the 

company either to drink or have the wine poured over 

their heads. At the time, Empedokles said nothing, but 

next day he led both of them before the court, and had 

them condemned and put to death — both the man who 

asked him to supper and the ruler of the feast." Surely 

a sharp punishment for so slight a display of incivisme ! 

* He is called yfwvXXtMTpU in Souidas, x.v. The view taken in the 
text as to the value of his evidence is that of Holm. 
' Timaios, fr. 88a (ap. D. L. viii. 63), F. H. G. i. p. 214. 
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And yet the story, unintelligible as it is, has its value 
as showing that Einpedokles was remembered long after 
as an uncompromising champion of democratic equality. 
The next tale is like it. It is to the effect that Empe- 
dokles prevented the Council from granting liis friend 
Akron a piece of land for a family sepulchre, on the 
ground of his eminence in medicine, and supported his 
objection by a punning epigram.* I-astly, we are told 
he broke up the assembly of the Thousand — doubtless 
some oligarchical association or club.^ It was perhaps 
in consequence of this that he was offered the king- 
ship, which Aristotle tells us he refused.^^ At any 
rate, it is quite evident that Empedokles was the great 
democratic leader at Akragas in those days, though we 
have no clear knowledge of what he did. 

But there is another side to the public character of 
Empedokles which Timaios found it hard to reconcile 
with his political views. He claimed to be a god, and to 
receive the homage of his fellow-citizens in that capacity. 
Of this the fragments from the PurificatioTis furnish ample 
evidence. The fact is that Empedokles was not a mere 
statesman ; he had also a good deal of the " medicine- 
man " about him. According to Satyros, who most likely 
followed Alkidamas,^^ Gorgias actually affirmed that he 

' D. L. viii. 65. The epigram runs thus — 

» Timaios, fr. 88 (ap. D. L. viii. 66), F. H. G. i. p. 213. Tlie text runs : 

The word SUftefiM hardly suggests a legal council, and rwirrMvc/ is most 
naturally used of a conspiracy. For W) irn rfU I would suggest Wl 
vtvu^m, or some such phrase. 

^^ D. L. viii. 63. Probably Aristotle mentioned this in his Sophist; 
cf. n. 16. 

*^ D. L. viii. 59 (R. P. 129). Diels suggests {Emp, u, Garg. p. 358) 



EMPEDOKLES. 213 



had been present when his master was performing his 
magical tricks. We have seen in Chap. II. what this sort 
of thing means, and we need not here repeat what was 
said there on the causes and character of the religious 
movements so common in this period of Greek history. 

But there is one point in connexion with the religioua 
activity of Empedokles that must not be passed over in 
silence. Otto Kern has shown very strong reasons indeed 
for believing that he knew and constantly imitated the 
so-called JRhapsodic Theogony, ascribed to Orpheus and 
partially preserved by Damaskios.^* If this be so, we 
cannot be far wrong in believing also that he was an 
adherent of the great Orphic sect which was so powerful 
in Hellas at this time. Everything seems to point to 
this conclusion, and the subject is m9st important for 
the historian of Greek religion. Here it only comes in 
incidentally. "We must remember that Empedokles was 
an Orphic preacher if we wish to form a just idea of the 
character of the man ; yet it is not as a religious teacher 
that we have to consider him at present, but as a repre- 
sentative of the scientific tradition which starts from 
Thales. We should only confuse matters by bringing the 
Orphic theology into a history of philosophy ; for its influ- 
ence upon the development of science was purely external. 

that the ^u^t»if of Alkidamas was a dialogue, in which Gorgias was the 
chief speaker. 

^* See Introd, n. 5, and 0. Kern, Empedokles und die Orphiker {Arch, 
i. p. 498 sqq.). The view that Empedokles was not an Orphic, but a 
Pythagorean, is, however, as old as Timaios, who said (D. L, viii. 54 ; 
R. P. 129) that he was expelled from the Order for ^'appropiiating dis- 
courses." Neanthes of Kyzikos added that the Pythagoreans in con- 
sequence made a rule never to impart their secrets to a maker of verses 
(R. P. 129d), All this falls to the ground with the theory of an esoteric 
Pythagorean doctrine (Chap. II. § 36). The forged letters which made 
Empedokles a disciple of Hippasos and Brontinos were rejected even by 
Neanthes. 
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Diogenes relates a number of marvels performed by 
Empedokles. For the most part, these are nothing but 
inferences from his own writings, on much the same level 
as the anecdotes of Herakleitos discussed above (§ 50, 
n. 5). Timaios related how Empedokles had weakened 
the force of the etesian winds by hanging bags of 
asses' skins on the trees to catch them. He had 
certainly said, in his exaggerated way^ that_the know- 
ledge of science as taught by him would_enable his 
disciple to control the winds (v. 26); and this, along 
with the fabled windbags of Aiolos, is sufficient to 
account for the tale.^ We are also told how Empe- 
dokles brought back to life a woman who had been 
breathless for thirty days. The verse where he asserts 
that his teaching will enable Pausanias to bring the 
dead back from Hades (v. 32) shows how this statement 
may have arisen.^^ Again, we hear that he sweetened 
the pestilent marsh between Selinous and the sea by 
diverting the rivers Hypsas and Selinos into it. We 
know from coins that this purification of the marshes 
actually took place, but we may doubt whether it was 
attributed to Empedokles till a later time.^ 

We see, then, that the anecdotes which have come 
down to us with regard to the political action and the 
miraculous achievements of Empedokles have no very 

" I follow the wilder form of the story given by D. L. viii. 60, and not 
the rationalised version of Plutarch {Adv, Col, 1126). The epithets 
kXil»*%ftitt and M»t\tf9»nfMit were perhaps bestowed by some sillographer 
in mockery ; cf. »9ift4»»irfit. 

^* The iTi^) t«^«v of Herakleides, from which it is derived, seems to 
have been a sort of philosophical romance. The words are (D. L. viii. 60) : 
*Hf»KXtilnf )i I* t£ Ht/i »«r«» ^n^t ««i Umvrauif. i/^)iyifr«W«M «vr«F rk trtfi Tnv 

^' For these coins see Head, Huioria Numorum, p. 147 sqq. Karsten 
thought that Em^jedokles was actually represented on them, but the view 
of Eckhel {Doctr, Numm, i. 239) is now accepted by the beat authorities. 
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solid basis. But they undoubtedly point to something 
real; and Aristotle was able to asciibe to Empedokles 
the beginnings of Rhetoric,!? while Galen makes him the 
founder of the Italian school of Medicine.^^ 

It will be observed that in the traditional account of | 
the life of Empedokles we hear surprisingly little of his 
theory of nature. The only hints we get of it are iu 
certain statements as to his teachers. Alkidamas, who 
had good opportunities of knowing, made him a fellow- 
student with Zeno under Parmenides. This is both 
possible and likely .^^ Theopbrastos also made him a 
follower and imitator of Parmenides.^*^ But the further 
statement of Alkidamas, that Empedokles " heard " Pytha- 
goras, must rest upon some confusion,^ and it is not at 
all likely that he knew anything of Anaxagoras.^^ 

Tradition told many marvels as to the death of Empe- 
dokles. He was supposed, as every one knows, to have 
leapt into the crater of Etna that he might be deemed 

^^ Aristotle's Sophist, ap. Sext. Math, vii. 6, and D. L. viii. 57 (R. P. 
129jf) ; cf. Quint. Inat, Or, iiL 1. 8. Diels has shown {Emp. u, Oorg,) 
that many of the rhetorical artifices of Gorgias are already to be found in 
the poem of Empedokles. Our oldest authority for the statement that 
Gorgias was a pupil of Empedokles is Satyros (R. P. 129) ; but he 
seems to have derived his information from Alkidamas, the pupil of 
Gorgias himself. 

^^ Therap. 1 ; Pliny (H. N. xxix. 3) speaks of Akron as the founder of 
the Empirical sect, and says that its adherents were Empedoclis phyaici 
auctorttatt commendati. The medical work in prose which went at 
Alexandria by the name of Empedokles (n. 28) was doubtless forged by 
the empiricists to give additional weight to this tradition. 

'" For the dates of Parmenides and Zeno, see Chap. IV. § 70, and 
Chap. VIII. § 129. 

» Ap. D. L. viii. 63 (R. P. 129). 

^ Perhaps Alkidamas said '* the Pythagoreans ; " this is a very common 
source of error. 

^ It is true that Anaxagoras was a little older than Empedokles, but it 
is more likely that he borrowed from his younger contemporary than vice 
versa. See below. Chap. VI. § 103. 
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a god. This appears to be a malicious invention^ 
designed to counteract the effect of another tale set on 
foot by his adherents to the effect that he had been 
snatched up to heaven in the night.^ Both stories 
would easily get accepted ; for there was no local tradi- 
tion at all as to the death of Empedokles. He did not 
die in Sicily, but in the Peloponnese, or, perhaps, at 
Thourioi. He had gone, it seems, to Olympia, the scene 
of his grandfather's triumph, in order to have his 
religious poem recited to the Hellenes; his political 
enemies were able to prevent his return, and he was 
seen in Sicily no more.^* 
Writing*. 82. Empcdokles was the second philosopher _to_ ex- 
pound his system in verse, if, as is only rights we leave 
the satirist Xenophanes out of account. He was also 
the last among the Greeks ; for the forged Pythagorean 
poems may be neglected. In antiquity, the poems of 
Parmenides and Lucretius are the only other instances 
of the same thing ; and Lucretius imitates Empedokles, 
just as Empedokles imitated Parmenides. It is_fiasy-to 
see that poetry is quite unsuited for philosophical or 
scientific writing. It was not, as cannot be too often 
repeated, the form in which philosophy first appeared ; 
for Anaximander, Anaximenes, and Herakleitos wrote in 
prose, or what was meant for prose. The adoption of 

^ R. P. 129 A. The story is always told with a hostile purpose. In 
one of the absurd epigrams in D. L. viii. 75, it is suggested that Emp. 
went up to study the crater and fell in by accident ; and this view is 
actually adopted by Bayle. 

" R. P. t6. This was the story told by Herakleides of Pontos. 

^* Timaios took the trouble to refute the common stories at some length 
(D. L. viii. 71 sq. ; R. P. ib,). He was quite positive that Emp. never 
returned to Sicily. Nothing can be more likely than that, when wander- 
ing as an exile in the Peloponnese, he should hav3 seized the opportunity 
of joining the colony at Thourioi, which was a harbour for many of the 
' ' sophists '* of this time. 



EMPEDOKLES. 217 



poetry as a vehicle for their teaching by Parmenides and 
Empedokles was due to purely accidental causes. These 
were, first, the vogue of the quasi-philosophical satire of 
Sicily, represented by Xenophanes and Epicharmos ; and, 
secondly, the use of the metrical form in the productions 
of the Orphic sect. 

Of course, the poetical imagery creates a difficulty 
for the interpreter; but we should probably be wrong 
in rating this too highly. It cannot be said that it is 
much harder to extract the philosophical kernel from 
the verses of Empedokles than from the prose of Herak- 
leitos. It is not easy to write prose now, and in the 
fifth century B.c. it was much harder. Even Anaxagoras 
wrote an intolerable style, and a fairly good philosophical 
prose is to be found first in Melissos and Diogenes of 
ApoUonia. 

There is considerable divergence of opinion as to 
the poetical merit of Empedokles. The panegyric of 
Lucretius is well known.^ Aristotle says in one place 
that Empedokles and Homer have nothing in common 
but the metre ; in another, that Empedokles was " most 
Homeric." ^ To my mind, there can be no question that 
he was a genuine poet, far more so than Parmenides. 
No one doubts nowadays that Lucretius was one, and 
Empedokles really resembles him very closely. Pessim- 
ism leads itself to imaginative treatment, and, besides, 
Empedokles was a man of extremely vivid perceptions. 

83. "We have more abundant remains of the writings The remains, 
of Empedokles than of any other early Greek philosopher. 
If we may trust our manuscripts of Diogenes and of 
Souidas, the librarians of Alexandria estimated the Poem 



** Lucr. i. 716 sqq. 

'^Poet. 1. 14476, 18; cf. fr. 59, 14856, 8. 
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on Mature, and the Purificaiiona together as 5000 verses, 
of which about 2000 belonged to the former work." Stein 
succeeded in getting together 451 verses, of which he 
refers 351 to the cosmological work, and only 100 to 
the religious. Besides the two poems, the Ale-tandrian 
scholars possessed a prose work of 600 lines on medicine 
ascribed to Empedokles. This was no doubt spurious.^ 
The tragedies and other poems which were sometimes 
ascribed to the philosopher seem really to belong to a 
younger writer of the same name, who is said by Souidas 
to have been his grandson." 

I give the remains of the two poems as they are 
arranged by Stein : — 



And do thou give ear, Pausaniaa, eon of Ancliitoa tho 

wise!*" 

For straitened arc tlie |)owers with which their bodily parts 

are endowed, and many are the woes that burst in on them and 

blunt the edge of their careful thoughts ! They behold but a 

5 brief span of a life that is no life, and, doomed to swift death, 

are borne away and fly ofl' like smoke. Each is convinced of 

" D. L. Till 77 ; of. Souidie, «.!•. 

'^ See above, n. 17, and Stein, Emptdoclfi, \>. 7. 

" Hieronymoe of Rhodes declared (D. L. viii. 48) that he li«d met with 
farty.three of these tragediea ; but see Stein, loc. cit. The poem on the 
Persian Wan, which Hieron; mas also refers to (D. U viii. 57), seems to 
have Brisen Troni an old corruption in the text of Arist. Prchl. 9296, 16, 
where Bckker still reads l< rtTi Ui/rMM. The same psssa^ however, ia 
said to occur l> tm furiiui, in Meleor. i, 4. 3S2a I, though there, too, E>> 
rends riifniuTi, 

" The poem opens with an address to Pausanios of Gels, jliaisting (1) 
npon the hopelessness of complete knowledge and the necessity for iti- 
vestigation of detail (vv. a-23), while at the same time (2) presentiDg a 
highly coloured picture of the results that tliis investigation will aohiere 
(vr. 24-32). 
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that alone which he has chanced upon as he is hurried to and 
fro, and idlyiancies he has found the whole. So hardly can 
these things be seen by the eyes or heard by the ears of men, 
80 hardly grasped by their mind ! Thou,^^ then, since thou 
hast found thy way hither, shalt learn no more than mortal 10 
mind has seen.82 R. R 130. 

• ••■«••• 

But^ ye gods, turn aside from my tongue the madness of 
those men.*^ Hallow my lips and make a pure stream flow from 
them ! And thee, much-wooed, white-armed Virgin Muse, do 
I beseech, that I may hear what is lawful for the children of a 
day ! Speed me on my way from the abode of Holiness and 15 
drive my willing car! Constrain me not to win garlands of 
honour and glory at the hands of mortals on condition of 
speaking in my pride beyond that which is lawful and right, and 
only so to gain a seat upon the heights of wisdom. R. P. ib. 

Go to now, consider with all thy powers in what way each 
thing is clear. Hold nothing that thou seest in greater credit 20 
than what thou hearest, nor value thy resounding ear above the 
clear instructions of thy tongue;^ and do not withhold thy 
confidence in any of thy other bodily parts by which there 
is an opening for understanding,^ but consider everything 
in the way it is clear. R. P. ib. 



^ The person here addressed is still Pausanias, and the speaker Empe- 
dokles. The view of Bergk and others, that a goddess is the speaker, as 
with Parmenides, is refuted by the invocation at the beginning of Book 
III. (w. 838-841), which has been recovered from Hippolytos since Bergk 
wrote. Besides, the participles, etc., are masculine throughout. See 
Stein, Empedoclis Fragmenta, p. 19 sc[q. 

** I adopt Panzerbieter's S^mxiv for if^fi^* 

** No doubt Xenophanes and Pannenides. I believe that v. 146 sqq. 
shoold be inserted here. 

^ The sense of taste, not speech. So already Earsten, after Schneider, 
Lex, Or, 

^ I follow stein in the punctuation of this passage (comma after i>«?r«i 
and ixxMv closely with yuitv), Zeller puts a full stop after vn^my with 
Bergk and Karsten, thus getting exactly the opposite sense. But there 
is no contrast here between sensation and thought ; the word mk is used 
in its original wide sense. The paraphrase given by Sextus (R. P. 130) is 
substantially correct, if we allow for later phraseology. ^^ ^ , 
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And thou shalt learn all the drugs that are a defence against 
25 ills and old age, since for thee alone shall I accomplish all this« 
Thou shalt arrest the violence of the weariless winds that arise 
and sweep the earth, laying waste the corn-fields with their 
breath ; and again, when thou so desirest, thou shalt bring 
their blasts back again with a rush. Thou shalt cause for men 
a seasonable drought after the dark rains, and again after the 
30 summer drought thou shalt produce the streams that feed the 
trees as they pour down from the sky. Thou shalt bring back 
from Hades the life of a dead man.^ 

• ••■■•• • 

Hear first the four roots of all things : ^^ shining Zeus, life- 
35 bringing Hera, Aidoneus, and Nestis dripping with tears, the^ 
well-spring of mortals.^® R. P. 131 A, 

And I shall tell thee another thing. There is no coming 
into being of aught that perishes, nor any end for it in baneful 
death; but only mingling and separation of what has been 
mingled. Coming into being is but a name given to these by 
men. R. P. 131 B. 

« •••••■• 

40 But, when the elements have been mingled in the. fashion of 
a man and come to the light of day, or in the fashion of the 
race of wild beasts or plants or birds, then men say that the^e 
come into being ; and when they are separated, they call that, as 
is the custom, woful death. I too follow the custom, and call it 
so myself. ^^ 

.. .*«••• 

45 Fools ! — for they have no far-reaching thoughts — who deem 

" Quoted by D. L. viii. 60 (after Satyros). The verses cannot come 
from the Purificattons, as Sturz believed, for that poem is addressed, not 
to a single person, bat to the citizens of Akragas. Nor can it come from 
the (spurious) medical work, as maintained by Karsten, for that was in 
prose (n. 17). 

^ The first half of Book I. (down to v. 129) gives the general theory of 
the eternal elements and their perishable combinations. 

^ On the interpretation of this verse see below, § 85, and Diels, Dox, p. 
90, n. 8. The «^«ytM^« fifirutv is the f^i^fim, ; cf. Aet. L 3. 20. 

" These lines are preserved in a very cornipt state by Plutarch {Adv, 
Col. 1113), but the meaning is quite clear. The m refers to the four 
. dements i)ersouified. 
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that what before was not comes into being, or that aught can 
perish and be utterly destroyed. For it cannot be that aught 
can arise from what in no way is, and it is impossible and 
unheard of that what is should perish ; for it will always bCy^ 50 
wherever one may keep putting it. R. P. 13 If/. 

A man who is wise in such matters would never surmise in 
bis heart that, so long as mortals live what men choose to call 
their life, they are, and suffer good and ill ; while, before they 
were formed and after they have been dissolved they are, it 
seems, nothing at all. R. P. ib. 

But it is ever the way of low minds to disbelieve the better 55 
sayings. Do thou learn as the sure testimonies of my Muse 
bid thee, and divide the argument in thy heart. 

. . . Joining one choice argument to another, not to finish 
one path *^ . . , for what is right may well be said even twice. 

I shall tell thee a twofold tale. At one time things grew to 60 
be one only out of many ; at another, that divided up to be 
many instead of one. There is a double becoming of perishable 
things and a double passing away. The coming together of all 
things brings one generation into being and destroys it; the 
other grows up*^ and is scattered as things become divided. 65 ^ 
And these things never cease, continually changing places, at \ 
one time all uniting in one through Love, at another each 
borne in different directions by the repulsion of Strife. Thus, 
as far as it is their nature to grow into one out of many, and 
to become many once more when the one is parted asunder, so 70 
far they come into being and their life abides not. But, 
inasmuch as they never cease changing their places continually, 
so far they are immovably*^ as they go round the circle of 
existence. R. P. 132. 

But come, hearken to my words, for it ^s learning that 
increaseth wisdom. As I said before, when I declared the 75 



« I read «;i} yi^ r? y Urtti witli Panzerbieter. The MS3. of M. X. G., 
where the verse is quoted, have iwteim, 

*^ I adopt Knatz's /u*fTi nXu* for ^n'ri xi>ii» of the MSS. {Empedoclea, 
p. 7, in Scheda Philol, Hermanno Uaener oblcUce^ Bonn 1891.) 

** We must certainly retain ifi^iu^a, here with Stein. 

*' Adopting Panzerbietcr's ti»49tiTi 
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heads of my discourse, I shall tell thee a twofold tale. At one 
time things grew together to be one only out of many, at 
another they parted asunder so as to be many instead of one ; — 
Fire and Water and Earth and the mighty height of Air,^ 
dread Strife, too, apart from these and balancing every one of 

80 them, and Love among them, their equal in length and breadth. 
Her do thou contemplate with thy mind, nor sit with dazed 
eyes. It is she that is deemed to be implanted in the frame of 
mortals. It is she that makes them have kindly thoughts and 
work the works of peace. They call her by the names of Joy 

85 and Aphrodite. Her has no mortal yet marked moving among 
the gods,** but do thou attend to the undeceitful ordering of my 
discourse. R. P. 132. 

For all these are equal and alike in age, yet each has a 

different prerogative and its own peculiar nature. And nothing 

comes into being besides these, nor do they pass away ; for, if 

90 they had been passing away continually, they would not be 

now. R. P. 132. 

....... • 

Xor is any part of the whole empty. Whence, then, could 
aught come to increase itl*^ Where, too, could these things 
perish, since no place is empty of themi They are what 
95 they are ; but, running through one another, different things 
continually come into being from different sources, yet ever 
alike. R. P. 132. 

....«■•• 

Come now, look at the things that bear witness to my earlier 
discourse, if so be that there was any form left out in the 

** We must retain the alfi^g of Clement and Plutarch here. The 
«i^f of Simpliciua is a mere interpretation. See below, § 85. 

^ The MSS. of Simplicius have fttr Ufiftv and ^ir* Um^**. I accept 
Fr. Knatz's convincing fAirk iUI^n {op, cU, p. 8). The ''gods" are, of 
course, the elements. 

^ I have inserted Stein's v. 91 after v. 134 (see note, in loc,), and have 
substituted for it here — 

which Apelt has restored in M. X. G. 9766, 25, from tlie Codex Lipaientia, 
neglected by Bekker, though already collated by Beck. Stein's v. 92 
has been fabricated from M. X. G. 9756, 11, and does not seem to me to 
be Empedokles' at all. 
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earlier list.*^ Behold the sun, everywhere hright and warm, 
and all the immortal things that are hathed in its heat and 
bright radiance.^^ Behold the rain, everywhere dark and cold ; 100 
and from the earth issue forth things close-pressed and solid. 
When they are in strife all these are different in form and 
separated ; but they come- together in loye^ and are desired by 
one another. R. P. 132. 

For out of these have sprung all things that were and are 
and shall be, — trees and men and women, beasts and birds and 105 
the iishes that dwell in the waters, yea, and the gods that live 
long lives and are exalted in honour. R. P. 132i. 

For these things are what they are ; but, running through 
one another, they take different shapes — so much does mixture 
change them.*® R. P. I32g. 

• «•••••• 

For, of a truth, they (t.e. Love and Strife) were aforetime 110 
and shall be; nor ever, metbinks, will boundless time be 
emptied of that pair. And they prevail in turn as the circle 
comes round, and pass away before one another, and increase in 
their appointed turn. R. P. 132c. \ 

For these things are what they are; but, running through 
one another, they become men and the other races of mortal 115 
creatures. At one time they are brought together into one 
order by Love ; at another, again, they are carried each in 
different directions by the repulsion of Strife, till once more 
they grow into one and are wholly subdued.*^ 

Just as when painters are elaborating temple-offerings, men 120 
whom Metis has well taught their art, — they, when they have 
taken pigments of many colours with their hands, mix them in 
a harmony, more of some and less of others, and from them 
produce shapes like unto all things, making trees and men and 
women, beasts and birds and fishes that dwell in the waters, 125 

^ I read Xt9'ilvX§f tvXtr§ f^f^fi. The MSS. of Simplicius Imve ft*f^, 
not fMf^ though they read XivilvX^K For the use of am^*i> cf. Parm. 113. 

« Reading £^^« )' U/ Uu with Diels. For the word n«(, cf. v. 266, 
n. 74. The reference is to the moon, etc., which are made of solidified 
Air, and receive their light from the fiery hemisphere. See below, § 91. 

^ For the reading here see Diels, Hermes, zv. 168. 

*^ Reading with Diels {Hermes^ xv. 163) — 
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yea, and gods, that live long lives, and are exalted in honour, — 
80 let not the error prevail over thy mind,*^ that there ia any 
other source of all the perishable creatures that appear in 
countless numbers. Know this for sure, for thou hast heard 
the tale from a goddess. ^^ 
130 Come, I shall now tell thee first of all ^ the beginning of the 
sun, and the sources from which have sprung all the things we 
now behold, the earth and the billowy sea, the damp mist and 
the Titan air that binds his circle fast round all things. 
R. P. 135a. 

It was spherical . . . naught of the whole was empty and 
naught superfluous.^ 
135 In it is distinguished neither the bright form of the sun, no, 
nor the shaggy earth in its might, nor the sea, — so fast was the 
god bound in the close covering of Harmony, spherical and 
round, rejoicing in his circular rest** R. P. 133 A. 

But when Strife was grown great in the limbs of the god 
140 and sprang forth to claim his prerogatives, in the fulness of the 
alternate time set for them by the mighty oath, ... for all the 
limbs of the god in turn quaked. R. P. 1 33 A and B. 

[Everything heavy and everything light it (Strife) separated 
apart. R. P. 133e.]*« 

. . . Without affection and incapable of mixing. 

IN —■■■■■■- Ml I l.» ■!■ -^^M^— - Ml. I ,1 ■M U M.. ■ — 

" Reading with Blass {JahrKf. Phil, u. Pad. 1888, p. 19)— 

tvTt /Kit y MVMT*! ^fitit tuutvrst x.r.X. 
cf. Hesychios : xm^vrm' vt»»T»/. This is practically what the MSS. of 
Siniplicius give, and Hesychios has many Empedoklean glosses. 

^ The ** goddess" is, of coarse, the Mase. Cf. v. 66. 

"The section referred to by Arist Phys, B, 4. 196a, 22, as the 
H^ffMifkitt begins liere. 

** I have inserted Stein's v. 91 here because M. X. G. 9766, 27 shows 
it referred to the Sphere. Mr. Bywater suggests that ^^mfw here and 
9^m,7p*t (v. 138) are adjectives, not nouns. 

** The text of v. 138 must be wrong. I cannot see how f^ufi can 
mean "rest." We must read /u«mi with Buttmann, who inserts r% to fill 
up the line. This makes it necessary to take rpmifps as an adjective (see 
last note). 

^ This verse has been fabricated from the passage of Plutarch, quoted 
B. P. 133 B. Stein's line will not even scan. Diels has certainly made 
a hexameter of it, but it is better away altogether. It cannot be 
reconciled with Arist. De Cctlo, A, 2. 309a, 20, where we are told that 
Em p. gave no account of lightness and weight. 
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. . . The heaped up mass. . . . 145 

If the depths of the earth and the vast air were infinite, a 
foolish saying which has been vainly dropped from the lips of 
many mortals, though they have seen but a little of the 
AIL ... *7 R. p. 866. 

The sharp^arting sun and the gentle moon. But (the sunlight) 
is gathered together and circles round the mighty heavens.^ 150 

It^^ flashes back to Olympos with untroubled countenance. 
R P. 135c. 

But the gentle flame (of the eye) has but a scanty portion of 
earth.«<> 

Even so the sunbeam, having struck the broad and mighty 
circle of the moon, returns at once, running so as to reach the 
sky.^i 

It circles round the earth, a borrowed light, as on the track 
of a car. 155 

For she gazes at the sacred circle of the lordly sun opposite. 

And she scatters his rays away into the sky above,^^ and 
casts a shadow on as much of the earth as is the breadth of the 
pale-faced moon. 

It is the earth that makes night by coming before the 160 
lights. 

... of deserted, blind-eyed night. 

And many fires burn beneath the earth.** 

^ See aboTe, n. 33. The lines are referred to Xenophanes in M. X. G. 
976a, 35. 

^ Earsten (followed by Mallach) makes several strange mistakes about 
this verse. Surely kXurtut comes from ky.ilim, " to gather," not (!) from 
«x;»a«, "to roll." 

*• Sc, " the earth," of which the sun is a reflexion. See below, § 91. 

^ This verse is misplaced by Stein, who referred it to the moon. See 
R. P. p. 140, n. 1. 

" Plutarch {Defac, in orb, lun, 929) has— 

Diels (Hermes, xv.) has constructed the next line — 

»0u /utycv, «vn« diti)X#t 9fu9 tt »uf«i9*v tmiif 

from the Armenian version of Philo. 
" I read— 

as suggested by Stein in his note. 

"* Reading thus with Diels (cf. Hesychios, n«f* n«^«f, yn\ or oSiius 
(cf. w-fXfvf, V. 353). 

IS 
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The sea with its silly tribe of fertile fish. 
Salt was solidified by the impact of the sun's beams. 
165 Sea, the sweat of the earth. ... B. P. 1356. 

But the air sunk down upon the earth with its long roots ; ^ 
for thus it chanced to be running at that time, though often it 
runs otherwise. R P. 135cf. 

(Fire) swiftly rushing upwards. . . . 

But now I shall retrace my steps over the paths of song that 

170 I have travelled before, drawing from my sa3ring a new saying. 

When Strife was fallen to the lowest depth of the vortex,** and 

Love had reached to the centre of the whirl, in it do all things 

come together so as to be one only ; not all at once, but coming 

together gradually each from different quarters ; and, as they 

175 came together. Strife retired to the extreme boundary. Yet 

many things remained unmixed, alternating with the things 

that were being mixed, namely, all that Strife not fallen yet 

retained ; for it had not yet altogether retired perfectly to the 

outermost boundaries of the circle. Some of its members still 

180 remained within, and some had passed out. But in proportion 

as it kept rushing out^ a soft, immortal stream of blameless Love 

kept running in, and straightway those things became mortal 

which had been immortal before, those things were mixed that 

had been unmixed, each changing its path. And, as they were 

mingled, countless tribes of mortal creatures were scattered 

185 abroad endowed with all manner of forms, a wonder to behold. 

R P. 134. 

....... . 

For all of them — sun earth, sky, and sea, — fit in with all 

the parts of themselves, the friendly parts which are separated 

off in perishable things. In the same way, all those things that 

190 are more adapted for mixture, are united to one another in 

Love, made like by the power of Aphrodite. But they them- 

•* The conjecture of Diels, ft^als for fZ»ts {Hermes, xv. p. 164), had been 
already suggested by Earsten, but no change is really required. We may 
liave ''roots" of air as well as of earth. Cf. Chap. II. n. 79. The 
reference, no doubt, is to the period of Love ; and Empedokles is thinking 
of the marriage of Zeus and Hera, as suggested by Knatz {op, cit. p. 6), 
who compares Aisch. fr. 41, and Eur. fr. 836, Dind. 

^ The *' lowest depth " is not, as might be supposed, the centre ; but is 
the same thing as the ** extreme boundary " (y. 178). 
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selves (t.6. the elements) differ as far as possible in their origin 
and mixture and the forms imprinted on each, being altogether 
unaccustomed to come together, and very hostile, under the 
influence of Strife, since it has wrought their birth.®* 

Thus all things have thought by the will of fortune. . . .195 
And, inasmuch as the rarest things came together in their 
fall. . . . 

Fire is increased by Fire, Earth increases its own mass, and 
Air swells the bulk of Air. 

And the kindly earth ^"^ in its well- wrought ^ ovens received 
two parts of shining Kestis out of the eight, and four of 20D 
Hephaistos; and they became white bones, divinely fitted 
together by the cements of Harmony. K. P. 138c. 

And the earth meets with these in nearly equal proportions, 
with Hephaistos and Water and shining Air, anchoring in the 205 
perfect havens of Kypris,— either a little more of it, or less of 
it and more of them. From these did blood arise and the 
various forms of flesh. E. P. 138c. 

(As a baker) cementing barley-meal with water. . . . **^ 

. . . tenacious Love. . . . 



BOOK II. 

But if your assurance of these things was in any way 210 
deficient as to how, out of Water and Earth and Air and Fire 
mingled together, arose the colours and forms of all those mortal 
things that have been fitted together by Aphrodite, and so are 

^ For the text here followed {ni»t»t Utiwiifftv, in/ fp^i yUtat* Ufyi*), see 
Diels, Hermes, xv. p. 165. 

^ The following lines describe the formation of perishable combinations 
of the four elements. We are told in SimpL Phys. 300, 20 D, that they 
belonged to the First Book. 

^ I read tliruxTttf with Simpl. Phya. p. 300 D. 

* These words are twice quoted by Aristotle (Meteor. 382a, 1 ; Prohl. 
9296, 16). The masculine gender shows that the subject cannot be Love ; 
and Karsten is, no doubt, right in holding that Empedokles brought in the 
simile of a baker here. Cf. the " ovens " of v. 199, and the image implied 
in V. 216. 
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now come into being, how both tall trees and the fishes of the 
sea (arose). . . . 
215 And even as at that time Kypris, plying her pleasant task, 
after she had moistened the Earth in water, gave it to swift fire 
to harden it. R. P. I35d. 

All of those which are dense within and rare without^ having 
received a moisture of this kind at the hands of Kypris. . . . 
And so tall trees b^r eggs, first of all olives. . . . 
220 . Wherefore late-bom pomegranates and blooming apples."® . . . 
Wine is the water putrefied in the wood, under the bark. 
For, if thou takest them (trees and plants) to the close 
recesses of thy heart and watchest over them kindly with fault- 
less care, then thou shalt have all these things in abundance 
225 throughout thy life, and thou shalt gain many others from 
them ; for each grows ever true to its own character, according 
as its nature is. But if thou strivest after things of a different 
kind, as is the way with men, ten thousand woes await thee to 
blunt thy careful thoughts. All at once they will cease to live 
230 when the time comes round, desiring each to reach its own 
. kind; for know that all things have wisdom and a share of 
thought. 

Love hates necessity. '^^ 

This thou mayest see in the heavy-backed shell-fish that 
dwell in the sea, in mxnse and bucctnia and the stony-skinned 
235 turtles. In them thou mayest see that the earthy part dwells 
on the uppermost surface. 

Hair and leaves, and the thick feathers of birds, and the 
scales that grow on mighty limbs, are the same thing. 

But the hair of hedgehogs is sharp-pointed and bristles on 
their backs. 
240 • • • Out of which (Fire and Water) divine Aphrodite 
fashioned unwearying eyes . . . Aphrodite working thera 
together with the rivets of love . . . since they first grew 
together in the hands of Kypris. 



^^ These fragmentary lines are what remains of the Empedoklean theory 
of fruits. Apparently it was explained that pomegranates and apples had 
many seeds instead of a single kernel, becanse they ripen late. 

'^ Stein has taken rather more than this from Plutarch, perhai)s 
rightly. 
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. . . the liver full of blood. 

It (Love) made many heads spring up without necks, and 
arms wandered bare and bereft of shoulders. Eyes strayed up 245 
and down in want of foreheads. R P. 137a. 

. . . this marvellous mass of mortal limbs. At one time all 
the limbs that are the body's portion are brought together into 
one by Love, and flourish in the high season of life ; and again, 
at another time they are severed by cruel Strife, and wander 250 
each in different directions by the breakers of the sea of life. 
It is the same with shrubs and the fish that make their homes 
in the waters, the beasts that make their lairs in the hills, and 
the birds that sail on wings. E. P. 137a. 

But, as divinity was mingled still further with divinity, these 
things joined together as each might chance, and many other 255 
things beside them continually arose. Many creatures with 
faces and breasts looking in different directions were born; 
some, offspring of oxen with faces of men, while others, again, 
arose as offspring of men with the heads of oxen, and creatures 
in whom the nature of women and men was mingled, furnished 260 
with sterile 72 parts. R. P. 1376. 

. . . Shambling oxen with undivided hoofs. "^^ . . . 

Come now, hear how the Fire as it was separated caused the 
night-bom shoots of men and tearful women to arise ; for my 
tale is not off the point nor uninformed. Whole-natured forms 265 
first arose from the earth, having a portion both of water and 
fireJ* These did the fire, desirous of reaching its like, cause to 
grow, showing as yet neither the charming form of women's 
limbs, nor yet the voice and parts that are proper to men. 
R. P. 137c 

. . . But the substance of (the child's) limbs is divided 270 
between them, part of it in men's and part in women's (body). 

And upon him came desire as he mingled with her through 
sight 

TT . And it was poured out in the pure parts ; and when it 
metwjih cold women arose from it. 

^ Reading rri/^Mf with Diels, Hermes, xv. loc. cit, 
^' Reading iM^srixni^* with Earsten. 

^^ Retaining iT^uf (t.e. 7^i«f), which is read in the MSS. of Simplicius. 
Cf. V. 99, n. 48. 
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275 , , , The two diverging harbours of Aphrodite. 

For in its warmer part the womb brings forth males, and that 
is why men are darker, more siaewy," aod more hairy. 
Just as when rennet rireta and binds white milk. . . . 
280 On the tenth day of the eighth month the white jtutrefac- 
tion ''• arose. 

Know that effluences flow from all things that have come 
into being. E, P. 132A. 

So sweet lays hold of aweet, and bitter rushes to bitter ; acid 
comes to acid, and warm couples with wann. 
285 Water fits better into wine, but it will not (mingle) with oil. 
E. P. I32A. 

The bloom of scarlet dye mingles with the gleaming linen. 

Thus^ do all things draw breath and breathe it out again. 

All have bloodless tubes of flesh extended over the surface of 

290 their bodies; and at the mouths of these the uttermost surface 

of the skin is perforated all over with pores closely packed 

together, so as to keep in the blood while a free passage is cut 

for the air to pass through. Then, when the yielding blood 

recedes from these, the bubbling air rushes in with an impetuous 

BUi^e ; and when the blood runs back it is breathed out again. 

395 Just as when a girl, playing with a water-^lock ^ of shining 

brass, puts the orifice of the pipe upon her comely hand, and 

" Reading vith Diela {Htntut, xv. toe. cit.) -. I> yif tiffuriff *-«■< 

■/^i»f JrKtrt yfrrif, aod IrtAirriftt for AtifMiirtifti. 

" This extraordinary pbrase evidently means milk. Perliapa there is a 
puonlng allusion t« vhi, "beestings," which, however, has the Gret Towel 



long. 



'^ This inportant passage is quoUd by Arist. De Btap, 
473a. The fact that the form Is that of a Homeric simile 
should not blind lis to the truth that what we have here 
is really an rxpfrimtnt. 

" Hie ahspe of the Htpat/dra is shown by the an- 
neied figure. The water escaped drop by drop through 
a single orifice at a. The top b was not altogether open, 
but was perforated so that the air might exert its pres- 
sure on the water inside. The instrument was filled by 
plunging it in water upside down, and atojiping the orifice 
at a nith the finger before taking it out again. Tlie mi^ii 
r.ft^i (v. 296) and the <ri^^i Hi n/n (v. 303) signify 
the orifice at a, while the ifi^iLrii rvitti (r. 299) and the 
wi>.iu tiZ/HTi (v. 305) are the perTontions at b. 
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dips the water-clock into the yielding mass of silvery water, — 
the stream does not then flow into the vessel, but the bulk of 
the air inside, pressing upon the close packed perforations, 
keeps it out till she uncovers the compressed stream ; but then 300 
air escapes and an equal volume of water runs in. Just in the 
samQ way, when water occupies the interior of the brazen vessel 
and the opening and passage is stopped up by the human hand, 
the air outside, striving to get in, keeps back the water at the 
gates of the sounding strainer,^^ pressing upon its surface till 305 
she lets go with her hand. Then, on the contrary, just in the 
opposite way to what happened before, the wind rushes in and 
an equal volume of water runs out to make room. Even so, 
when the thin blood that surges through the limbs rushes back- 
wards to the interior, straightway the stream of air comes in 310 
with a rushing swell; but when the blood returns the air 
breathes out again in equal quantity. 

..■•.... 
(The dog) with its nostrils tracking out the fragments of the 
beast's limbs, which the tender breathing of its feet has left in 
the copse.^ 

• ••..... 
Thus all things have their share of breath and smell. 

• ••.*••• 

The fleshy sprout (of the ear).^^ 315 

And even as when a man,^^ thinking to sally forth through a 
stormy night, gets him ready a lantern, a flame of flashing fire, 
fastening to it horn plates to keep out all manner of winds ; 
and they scatter the blast of the winds that blow, but the 320 
light leaping out through them shines across the threshold 
with its unyielding rays inasmuch as it is finer ; even so did 

^ Reading it4fi97§ with Starz. The reference must be to the perforations 
at 5. The epithet ivffix'*»f must surely be wrong. 

^ See Diels, Hermes, xv. loc, cit. We must read »i^^r« with Butt- 
mann and not ^iX/utn^ 

^ Diels (Emp, n. Oorg, p. 362) has retracted the emendation wdfmift 
•erwv which he proposed in his note on Theophr. dt Sena, 9 {Dox. p. 
601), comparing v. 348. 

"* On this corrupt and difficult passage see Diels in HermeSy xv. 171, 
and Bhus in N, Jahrb. /. PhU, u. Pad. 1883, p. 19. In v. 818 I trans- 
pose the comma after <?>^a«, and in v. 325 I read iiiir»«y with the latter. 
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love surround the elemental fire in the round pupil and confine 
it with membranes and fine tissues, which are pierced through 
and through with innumerable passages. They keep out the 
325 deep water that surrounds the pupil, but they let through the 
fire, inasmuch as it is finer. R P. 139ef. 

• •••••• • 

One vision is produced by both the eyea 

«•■••..• 
(The heart), dwelling in the sea of blood that runs in 
opposite directions, where men's thoughts chiefly revolve; 
for the blood round the heart is the thought of men. R P. 
139e. 

330 For the wisdom of men grows according to what is before 
them. R P. 139 R 

And just so far as they grow to be different, so far do 
different thoughts ever present themselves to their minds (in 
dreams). ^ R P. 139c. 

• •••..«. 
For it is with earth that we see Earth, and Water with 

water ; by air we see bright Air, by fire destroying Fire. By 
335 love do we see Love, and Hate by grievous hate. For out of 
these are all things formed and fitted together, and by these do 
men think and feel pleasure and pain. R. P. 139 A and C. 



BOOK IIL 

If ever, as regards the things of a day, immortal Muse, thou 
340 didst deign to take thought for my endeavour, then stand by 
me once more as I pray to thee, Kalliopeia, as I utter a pure 
discourse concerning the blessed gods. R P. 140 A. 

Blessed is the man who has gained the riches of divine 
wisdom ; wretched he who has a dim opinion of the gods in 
his heart. R P. 140 B. 

It is not possible for us to set God before our eyes,®* or to 

^ That the reference is to dreams we learn from Simpl. Dt An, /. 56v. 
^ On the constniction here see Diel^ Hertnes^ zv. loc dL, 
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lay hold of him with our hands, which is the broadest way of 345 
persuasion that leads into the heart of man. For he is not 
furnished with a human head on his body, two branches do 
not sprout from his shoulders, he has no feet, no swift knees, 
nor hairy parts ; but he is only a sacred and unutterable mind 350 
flashing Jbhrough the whole worldjwith rapid thoughts. R P. 
140 C, D. ' 



PURIFICATIONS. 

Friends, who inhabit the great town below the yellow rock 
of Akragas and up on the heights of the city,®* busy in goodly 
works, safe harbours for the stranger that claims respect, men 
unskilled in meanness, all haiL I go about among you an 355 
immortal god, no mortal now, honoured by all as is meet, 
crowned with fillets and flowery garlands. Straightway, 
whenever I enter with these into the flourishing towns, 
reverence is done me by men and women ; they go after me 
in countless throngs, asking of me the way to gain ; some 360 
desiring oracles, while some, who for many a weary day have 
been pierced by the grievous pangs of all manner of sickness,^ 
beg to hear from me the word of healing. R. P. 129 F. 

But why do I harp on these things, as if it were any 
great matter that I should surpass mortal, perishable men ] 365 

Friends, I know indeed that truth is in the words I shall 
utter, but for men the assault of belief upon their hearts is 
grievous and hatef uL 

There is a decree ^ of necessity, an ancient ordinance of the 

* After quoting these verses, D. L. viii. 54 adds, according to Cobet's 
text, f^'iy»f 2i rif *AMfdytitT» iliruv ^fifl Tl»r»fiixx*f lirii (numeral 
omitted?) f»>vftaht avrif uarmKwv. This lady is otherwise unknown to 
fame, and the Palatine MS. reads vrtrafii* Axxm. This is clearly a gloss, 
intended to point out that, while Timaios apparently supposed the 
"Akragas" of v. 352 to be the city, others held it to be the river. 
(Sturz, prcef. p. xxiz.). I believe that the rock is meant, and insert 
T after irixtvs in order to get the proper antithesis between the ieru 
down by the river, and the wixtt up on the rock. If there ia any objec- 
tion to calling the rock yellow, we may read («/ui/ with Bergk. 

^ Reading «/ h rt tw^m with Bergk. 

^ Adopting the emendation of Bemays, jlnfM for xfit^* communicated 
by Diels to Kern (Arch, i. 505). Gorgias, the pupil of Emp., speaks 
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370 gods, eternal and sealed fast by broad oaths, that wheneTer one 
of the daemons, whose portion is length of days, sinfully 
pollutes his hands with blood,^ he must wander thrice ten 
thousand seasons from the abodes of the blessed, being bom 

375 throughout the time in all manners of mortal forms, changing 
one toilsome path of life for another. For the mighty Air 
drives him into the Sea, and the Sea spews him forth on the 
dry Earth; Earth tosses him into the beams of the blazing 

380 Sun, and he flings him back to the eddies of Aijv One takes 
him from the other, and all reject Mm. One of .these I now 
am, an exile and a wanderer from the gods, the.bQndsman of 
insensate strife. B. B. 141 A. 

For I have been ere now a boy and a girl, a bush and a bird 
and a glittering®' fish in the sea. R. P. 141 B. 

. a • . a,. a a 

385 I wept and I wailed when I saw the unfamiliar land 
where were Birth and Sudden Death and troops of Dooms 
besides, and loathsome sicknesses and putrefactions and fluxes.^ 
R. P. 141 C. 



of an itvay»nt '^nptr/iM {Efik. Htl, p. 94 )a Necessity is an Orphic 
liersonage. 

" I retain pi*^ and omit v. 872, with Knatz {Empedoclea, p. 6), 
as a marginal gloss from Hes. Thtog, 793a The form k/Mtfrn^ttt is 
incredible. 

<* I do not profess to know what rxx««-«f means, but the common 
rendering ' ' dnmb " rests only on the absurd ancient etymologies given 
in Earsten's note. 1 suspect that fxx«f is really the source of the 
intensive ci«xxiv. We find the word and its cognates applied to fawns 
{Oil, xix. 228), fish (Soph. Ai. 1297), small birds and young snakes 
(Hesych. 8. v. Sxx«inlif). The original sense, then, would seem to be 
wM»iy.»s. Cyril reads ^atit/ut0t, and Cedren adds »») b 'OXv/airif /S«w. 
This last touch refers to the bloodless sacrifice offered by £mp. at 
Olympia (cf. n. 96). 

^ I read ^m n r«««r n with Knatz (Emp, p. 9) ; Theon of Smyrna 
paraphrases the words by yMfts »»* ^^«fti. We have here an application 
of the commonplace that the first thing new-born children do is to cry. 
Virgil's description of Orcus {Aen, vi. 278 sqq.) is modelled either on 
this or a common Orphic source, more probably the latter. I have 
followed Stein's view as to v. 387. He says, "versus Earstenio 
suspectiis : immerito ; nam Sfya, n ft»wr», in quibus seriorem letatem 
odoratus est, aut sudor intellegenda sunt aut/xdum morbi genua," 
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They wander in darkness up and down the meadow of Ate. 

• • • • ■ • • 

Eobbed of the blessed life. 

From what honour, from what a height of bliss have I fallen 390 
to go about among mortals here on earth. 

• ••«•••• 

We have come down under this roofed-in cave.®^ 

..'•• »•■ 

There were ^^ Chthonie and far-sighted Heliope, bloody Dis- 
cord and gentle-visaged Harmony, Kallisto and Aischre, Speed 395 
and Tarrying, lovely Truth and dark-faced Uncertainty, Birth 
and Decay, Sleep and Waking, Movement and Immobility, 
crowned Majesty and Meanness, Silence and Voice. E. P. 14 1<?. 

Alas, wretched race of mortals, twice unblessed : such 400 
are the strifes and groanings from which ye have been 
born! 

• ••••••• 

(The goddess) clothing them with a strange garment of 
fle8h.»» 

. . . Earth that envelops the man. 

From living creatures he made them dead, changing their 
forms.** 

.....a.. 

Nor had they •* any Ares for a god nor Kydoimos, no nor 405 
King Zeus nor Kronos nor Poseidon, but Kypris the Queen. . . . 

"^ According to Porphyry, who qaotes this line (De ArUro Nymph, 
c. 8), these words were spoken by the ''powers*' who conduct the 
soul into the world. The '*cave" is not originally Platonic but 
Orphic. 

^ This passage is closely modelled on the Catalogue of Nymphs in IL 
2, 89 sqq. Chthonie is found already in Pherekydes (D. L. i. 119); 
Heliope is probably the moon. The text becomes corrupt near the end, 
but I have given what seems to be the meaning. 

^ I have retainec^ kxxiyvmrt as nearer the MSS., though a little hard to 
interpret On the subsequent history of the Orphic chUon in gnostic 
imagery see Bernays {Ttteophr, Schr, n. 9). It was identified with the 
coat of skins made by Qod for Adam. 

^ Retaining the MS. reading with DieU, Hermes, xv. loc. cit. 

^ The dwellers in the Golden Age. 
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Her did they propitiate with holy gifts, with animals kneaded 
out of meal** and perfumes of cunning fragrancy, with 
410 offerings of pure myrrh and sweet - smelling frankincense, 
casting on the ground libations of brown honey. And the 
altar did not reek with pure bull's blood, but this was held in 
the greatest abomination among men, to eat the goodly limbs 
after tearing out the life. B. P. 142 B. 

415 And there was among them a man of rare knowledge, most 
skilled in all manner of wise works, a man who had won the 
utmost wealth of wisdom; for whensoever he strained with 
all his mind, he easily saw everything of all the things 

420 that are now (though he lived) ten, yea twenty generations of 
menago.»7 

For all things were tame and gentle to man, both beasts and 
birds, and friendly feelings were kindled everywhere. Trees 
flourished with perpetual leaves and with perpetual fruity 
hanging down^ with abundance of fruit all the year round. 
K. P. 142a. 

425 This is not lawful for some and unlawful for others ; but the 
law for all extends everywhere, through the wide-ruling air and 
the infinite light of heaven. R. P. 142 A. 

Will ye not cease from this accursed slaughter 1 See ye not 

^ The MSS. of Porphyry have yfmirrtTt n Z^m^h which is out of the 
question. Nor does the emendation of Bemays (adopted in R. P.) 
convince me. I venture to suggest ^««tm>, on the strength of the story 
related by Favorinus (ap. D. L. viiL 53) as to the bloodless sacrifice 
offered by £mp. at Olympia. Of. Ath. DHpn, p. 3 E; Philostr. F. 
ApolL L 1 ; Souidas, 8. v. *£^«-. 

^ These lines were already referred to Pythagoras by Timaios (D. L. 
viii. 54). The difficulty is that he did not live ten, not to speak of 
twenty, generations before £mp. Kor is the suggestion of Diels {Htrme9^ 
XV. p. 161, n. 2), that earlier embodiments of Pythagoras, as Hermotimos, 
Euphorbos, etc., are meant, very convincing. A comparison of y. 418 
and V. 405 suggests that Emp. is still speaking of the Golden Age, and I 
have little doubt that Orpheus is the personage referred to. But the 
allusion must have been vague, for D. L. tells us {loc. cU,) that "some " 
even thought of Parmenides. 

^ Reading ««rfi«^« with Lobeck. 
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that ye are feasting on one another in the thoughtlessness of 
your hearts. E. P. 1426. 

• •••••• • 

And the father lifts up his own son in a changed form and 430 
slays him with a prayer. Infatuated fool ! And they are 
dragged along begging mercy from the madman, while he, deaf 
to their cries, slaughters them in his halls and gets ready the 
evil feast. In like manner does the son seize his father, and 
children their mother, tear out their life and eat their flesh. 435 
R. P. ih. 

• ••••••• 

Ah, woe is me that the pitiless day of death did not destroy 
me ere ever I wrought evil deeds of devouring with my lips ! 
R. P. ib, 

■ ■■••••a 

Among beasts they ^ become lions that make their lair on 
the hills and their couch on the ground; and laurels among 
trees with goodly foliage. R. P. 1416. 

• •«••••• 

Abstain wholly from laurel leaves. 440 

• ••••■•a 

Wretches, utter wretches, keep your hands from beans ! 

• •••••• 

"Wash your hands, cutting the water from five springs in the 
unyielding brass. ^®® R. P. 153, n. 1. 

Fast from wickedness ! R. P. ih, 

• ••••••a 

Therefore are ye distraught by grievous wickednesses, and 445 
will not unburden your souls of wretched sorrows. 

But, at the last, they appear among mortal men as prophets, 
song- writers, physicians, and princes ; and thence they rise up 
as gods exalted in honour, sharing the hearth of the other gods 450 
and the same table, free from human woes, safe from destiny, 
and incapable of hurt. R. P. 141c. 

^ Those who have pnrified themselves. 

'*^ For the metaphor of "cutting" water here, cf. Vahlen on Arist. 
Poet. 21, 14576, 13, and Diels, Htrmes, xv. 173. The use of brass or 
bronze in such ceremonies is universal. 
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Empe<ioi(ie« 84. At the veij outset of his poem, Empedokles is 

ftnd his prede- 

careful to mark what he conceives to be the difference 
between himself and all previous inquirers. He speaks 
almost angrily of those who, though their experience was 
only partial, professed to have found the whole (v. 7) ; 
and it is clear from v. 11 that some pretty strong 
language on the subject must have immediately preceded 
it No doubt he is thinking mainly of Parmenides. 
His own position is not, however, a sceptical one. He 
only deprecates the attempt to construct a theory of the 
universe offhand instead of simply trying to understand 
each thing we come across " in the way in which it is 
clear" (v. 19). And this means that we must not, like 
Parmenides, reject the assistance of the senses (v. 22); 
for, weak though they are, they are the only channels 
through which knowledge can enter our minds at all. 
We must make use of them all and neglect the testimony 
of none, not even that of taste (v. 21). 

After an exordium of this kind, we naturally look for 
nothing but modest scientific research ; but we soon 
discover that Empedokles is not very mindful of his own 
warnings. He, too, sets up a system which is to explain 
everything, though that system is no longer monistic. 
We need not, however, be too hard on him for this. 
He is by no means the only philosopher who has himself 
fallen into the very same error that he was able to see 
quite clearly in the case of others. As Diels puts it, 
his natural dogmatism gradually gains the upper hand, 
and that is all. 

Zeller holds that the system of Empedokles was an 
attempt to mediate between Parmenides and Herakleitos. 
It is, however, very difficult to find any trace of 
specially Herakleitean doctrine in it. It would be 
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truer to say that he aimed at mediating between 
Eleaticism and the evidence of his senses. The con- 
nexion with Parmeuides is, however, quite obvious. He 
repeats, almost in the same words, the Eleatic argument 
for the sole reality and indestructibility of "what is" 
(vv. 45-54, 91-93); and his idea of the "Sphere" is 
clearly derived from the Parmenidean description of the 
universe as it truly is.^^^ Parmenides had held that the 
reality which underlies the illusory world presented to 
us by the senses was a corporeal, spherical, continuous, 
eternal, and immovable plenum, and it is from this 
that Empedokles starts ; it forms, as it were, the 
problem which he sets himself to solve. Given the 
sphere of Parmenides, he seems to have said, how are we 
to get from it to the world as we know it ? How are 
we to introduce motion into the immovable plenum? 
Now Parmenides need not have denied in the abstract 
the possibility of motion within the Sphere, though he 
was bound to deny all motion of the Sphere itself ; but 
such an admission on his part, had he made it, would 
not have served to explain anything. If any part of the 
Sphere were to move, the room of the displaced matter 
must at once be taken by other matter, for there is no 
empty space. This matter, however, would be of pre- 
cisely the same kind as the matter it had displaced ; for 
all "that is** is one. The nett result of the motion 
would, then, be precisely the same as that of rest ; it 
could account for no change. But, Empedokles must 
have asked, is this assumption of perfect homogeneity in 
the Sphere absolutely necessary ? Evidently not ; it is 
simply the old unreasoned feeling (§ IV.), that all 

^^^ Cf. Emp. 138 with Parm. 103. Observe, too, the clearly intentional 
contrast of Emp. 86 and Parm. 112. 
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existence must be fundamentally one. If, instead of 
this, we were to assume a number of really existent 
things, it would be quite possible to apply all the 
predicates of Parmenidean reality to each of them, and 
all the forms of existence we know might be explained 
by the mingling and separation of those ultimate realities. 
The conception of "elements," to use a later term,^^ 
was found, and the required formula follows at once. 
So far as regards particular things, it is true, as our 
senses tell us, that they come into being and pass away ; 
but, if we have regard to the ultimate elements of which 
they are composed, we shall say with Parmenides that 
" what is" is uncreated and indestructible (vv. 69—73). 
The four eie- 85. The elements or "roots of all things" (v. 33) 
which Empedokles assumed were the four which have 
since become traditional, Fire, Air, Earth, and Water 
The great distinction between this list and everything 
that had preceded it is the recognition of Air as some- 
thing which really exists. It is neither confused, on the 
one hand, with empty space, which Empedokles denied 
altogether (v. 91); nor, on the other, with mere vapour 
or mist exhaled by the sea (aijp). That Empedokles 
was quite clear as to the corporeal nature of what we 
call Air, is proved by the account he gives of respiration 
(v. 287 sqq.), and the experiment with the Jdepsydra by 
which this account was supported ; but we see also 
from the same passage that he did not call it arjp, as 
later writers do, but aidrjp, a word which is generally best 
rendered by " sky " in English. The word arjp, on the 

los Endemos said (ap. Sim pi. Phys, 7. 13 D) that Plato was the first to 
use the word tf-r«i;^ir«ir, properly the elementary sound represented by a 
letter, in the sense of *' element." This is confirmed by the way the word 
is introdaced in Thealt, 201 E. The original term was /k^«. 
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Other band, was never used in this sense by Empedokles 
himself, but always meant the moist vapour which rises 
from the sea. In the actual remains of the poem it 
occurs but once, and clearly with this meaning (v. 132) ; 
we shall see, however, when we come to the theory of 
sensation (§ 95), that it was also referred to elsewhere 
and identified with water. Now, from this peculiarity 
of nomenclature a vast deal of confusion has arisen. 
Later writers mostly substitute the more usual word in 
their accounts of Empedokles. In this, taken by itself, 
there is no harm ; for there is no doubt that the 
philosopher meant by the one word exactly what they 
meant by the other. In translating the fragments I 
have therefore followed their example, and written Air 
throughout when Empedokles speaks of this element. 
If we make this transposition, however, we must find 
some other word for the moist vapour, and this later 
writers, as a rule, failed to do. We shall see presently 
how this piece of carelessness has confused what they 
say. I have here, as elsewhere, used the word Mist for 
the steam from the sea which condenses into wind and 
clouds. This will prevent all confusion. 

The mythological names which Empedokles gave to 
the four ''roots" are, in the main, an accident of the 
poetical form in which he saw fit to cast his system. 
Possibly we may see in them the influence of Orphic 
ideas ; but they no more imply real personification than 
the reference to the sphere as a god in v. 142, or the 
identification of the world or worlds with a god or gods 
by Anaximander, Anaximenes, or Xenophanes. We 
might, therefore, pass these names by in silence, if it 
were not that there has been a great deal of controversy 
&s to their appropriation to the various elements, and 

i6 
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that this controversy throws a very interesting light on 
the confusion with regard to Air which we have just 
been discussing. In vv. 33-35, then, we read of 
." shining Zeus, life-bringing Hera, Aidoneus, and Kestis." 
As to the last of these there can be no doubt ; whether 
she was a Sicilian goddess or not, the description given 
of her shows that she must stand for Water. Nor has 
any one doubted till quite recently ^^ that Zeus must 
stand for Fire; the whole controversy has hitherto 
turned on the other two. In antiquity some, following 
the Homeric allegorists^ made Hera the Earth and 
Aidoneus the Air, a view which has found its way into 
Stobaios. Its origin is as follows. It was the aim of 
the " allegorists " to find in Homer the sources of all 
philosophy; and they assumed accordingly that Empe- 
dokles must have borrowed the Homeric " Air " or mist 
Now this is the dark element, and therefore it is fitly 
represented by Aidoneus. Again, "life-bringing" was 
an old epithet of the earth. The other view identified 
Hera with the Air and Aidoneus with the Earth, and 
this latter opinion has been almost unanimously adopted 
in modern times.^^ On the other hand, if we bear in 
mind that it was " shining ' aether,' " and not dark " air," 
that Empedokles made an element, we shall be disposed 
to accept Fr. Knatz's view that the sky-god, Zeus, was 
meant to stand for this. The Homeric allegorists saw 
as much, but they made the mistake of identifying the 
''aether" with Fire, a meaning which it certainly has 
with Anaxagoras. As for Aidoneus, nothing can be more 
natural than that a Sicilian poet, with the hot springs 

^^ Fr. Enatz, Empedodea (Scliedct Philologica Htrmanno Usenet^ 
oblcUa [1891], p. 1 sqq.). 
^^ On all this see Diels, I>ox. p. 88 sqq. 
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and volcanic phenomena of his coantrj in mind, should 
regard the god of the lower world as a fire-god. We 
conclude, then, that " Nestis " is Water ; " Aidoneus," Fire; 
"life-bringing Hera," Earth; and "shining Zeus," the sky 
or aether. For Zeus was always associated with the bright 
blue sky in Greek minds, and the Air of Empedokles is 
referred to as "heaven" in one passage (v. 187). The 
dark air or mist is no element at all, but a form of Water. 
Empedokles regarded the " roots " of all things as 
eternal Nothing can come from nothing or pass away 
into nothing (v. 48 sqq.) ; what is is, and there is no 
room for coming into being and passing away (v. 90 sqq.). 
Further, Aristotle tells us, he taught that they were 
unchangeable.^^ This Empedokles expressed by saying 
that they "are what they are" (vv. 94, 108), and are 
"always alike" (v. 95). Again, they are all "equal" 
(v. 87), — a statement which puzzled Aristotle,^®* but is 
quite intelligible from the naively realistic standpoint 
of Empedokles. Above all, the elements are ultimate. 
All other bodies, Aristotle tells us,^^ might be divided 
till you came to the elements; but Empedokles could 
give no account of those without saying (as he does not) 
that there is an element of which Fire and the rest are 
in turn composed. This criticism comes merely to this, 
that Empedokles falls short of giving a complete account, 
because he spoke neither of a single substratum of all 
the elements nor of ultimate atoms. In other words, he 
was forced by the stage of development at which he 
stood to be a pluralist^ but he was not a sufficiently 
thoroughgoing one (§ 80). In one place,^^ Aristotle goes 

i» Oen, Corr, B, 1. 8296, 1. ^^ Oen. Corr, B, 6. 333a, 16. 

^^ Oen. Corr. A, 8. 3256, 19 (R. P. 131/). 
i« De Ca.o r, 6. 306a, 1. 
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SO far as to suggest that he really meant to expound a 
view very similar to the atomic theory, though he did 
not succeed in doing so clearly ; and this hint was not 
lost upon later writers, who had a praiseworthy hut 
unintelligent desire to read into early thinkers all the 
later doctrine they possibly could. So we actually find 
the theory of "elements before the elements" referred 
to Empedokles in the doxographers, in spite of Aristotle's 
express statements to the contrary.^^ 

Empedokles was quite confident that his " four 
roots " were an exhaustive enumeration of the elements 
(vv. 96 sqq., 127 sqq.). This confidence was based 
upon his belief that they sufficiently accounted for all 
the qualities presented by the world to the senses ; Fire 
accounted for light and heat, Water for darkness and 
cold, Earth for solidity and hardness (v. 98 sqq.). We 
have no record of the qualities ascribed to Air, except 
that it receives the epithet " bright" 

Aristotle twice ^^^ makes the statement that, though 
Empedokles assumes four elements, he treats them as 
two, opposing Fire to all the rest. This, he says, we can 
see for ourselves from his poem. So far as the general 
theory of the elements goes, it is impossible to see any- 

» 

thing of the sort; but, when we come to the origin of 
the world (§ 90), we shall find that Fire certainly plays 
a leading pait as the source of motion, just as it does in 
all early cosmologies, and this may be what Aristotle 
meant. It is also true that in the biology (§§ 92—94) 
Fire fulfils a unique function, while the other three act 
more or less in the same way. But we must remember 
that it has no pre-eminence over the rest ; all are equal. 

'" So Actios, i. 13. 1 {Dox. p. 312), and i. 17. 3 {Dox. p. 315). 
"« Met, A, 4. 985a, 81 ; Gen. Corr, B, 3. 3306, 19 (R. P. 131y). 
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85*. Empedokles starts, as we have seen, from an strife and 

Love. 

original state of the " four roots," which only differs from 
the Sphere of Parmenides in so far as it is a mixture, 
and not a perfectly homogeneous and continuous mass. 
The fact that it is a mixture of completely heterogeneous 
substances makes change and motion possible ; but, were 
there nothing outside the Sphere which could enter in, 
like the Pythagorean " Air," to separate these substances, 
nothing could ever arise from them. Empedokles accord- 
ingly assumed the existence of such a substance, and he 
gave it the name of Strife, in accordance with the usual 
terminology of cosmologbts since the time of Anaxi- 
mander. Now the effect of this alone would be to 
separate all the elements in the Sphere completely, and 
then nothing more could possibly happen; something 
else was needed to bring the elements into union once 
more. This Empedokles found in Love, which he 
regarded as the same impulse to union that is implanted 
in human bodies (vv. 82-86). He looks at it, in fact, 
from a purely physiological point of view, and not at all 
as the Pythagoreans and Herakleitos had regarded Har- 
mony. The difference characterises in a striking way 
the increased interest in physiological matters which 
marked the fifth century B.C. This was connected with - 

r 

the rise of scientific medicine, and we have seen that 
Empedokles was supposed to have had a share in that 
movement For the rest, he is not a little proud of his 
physiological generalisation. No mortal had yet marked, 
he says, that the very same Love which men know in 
their bodies had also a place among the gods, that is, a 
cosmological significance (v. 35 and n,). 

It is most essential to observe that the Love and Strife 
of Empedokles are no incorporeal forces, but corporeal 
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elements just like the other four. At the time, this was 
inevitable; nothing incorporeal^ had yet been dreamt 
of. Naturally Aristotle is not a little puzzled by this 
characteristic of what he regarded as efficient causes. 
" The Love of Empedokles," he says/^^ "is both an efficient 
causOi for it brings things together, and a material cause, 
for it is a part of the mixture." And Theophrastos 
expressed the same idea by saying ^^^ that Empedokles 
sometimes gave an efficient power to Love and Strife, 
and sometimes put them on a level with the other four. 
The verses of Empedokles himself leave no room for 
doubt that the two were thought of as spatial and 
corporeal. All the six elements are called "equal" 
(v. 87). Love is said (v. 80) to be "equal in length 
and breadth" to the other elements, and Strife is 
described (v. 79) as equal to each of them in weight. 

The function of Love is to produce union; that of 
Strife, to break it up again. Aristotle, however, quite 
correctly points out ^^' that in another sense it is Love 
that divides and Strife that unites. When the Sphere 
is broken up by Strife, the result is that all the Fire, 
for instance, which was contained in it comes together 
and becomes one; and again, when the elements are 
brought together once more by Love, the "heaped up 
mass" (v. 145) of each of them is divided. In another 
place, Aristotle says that, while Strife is assumed as the 
cause of destruction, and does, in fact, destroy the Sphere, 
it really gives birth to everything else in so doing. It 
follows that we must carefully distinguish between the 
Love of Empedokles and that "attraction of like for 

^" Met. A, 10. 10756, 8. 

"3 Phys. Op. fr. 3 {Dox. p. 477) ; ap. Simpl. Phys. 25 D (R. P. 1826). 

'^ See the passages qnoted K. P. lS2i. 
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like " to which he also attributed an important part in 
the formation of the world. This latter attraction is not 
an element distinct from the others ; it depends simply, 
as we shall see, upon the proper nature of each element, 
and it is only able to take efifect when Strife divides the 
Sphere. Love, on the contrary, is something that comes 
from outside and produces an attraction of urdikes. 

86. This brings us naturally to the question of how Mixture and 

BopftTation. 

Empedokles conceived the mixture and separation of 
elements to operate. When Strife has once separated 
them, what is it that determines the direction of their 
motion ? In his poem Empedokles seems to have given 
no further explanation of this than that each " happened 
to run" in a certain direction (v. 167). Plato severely 
condemns this in a well-known passage of the Laws}^^ 
on the ground that no room is thus left for design. 
Aristotle also blames him for giving no account of the 
Chance to which he ascribed so much importance. Nor 
is the Necessity of which he also spoke further ex- 
plained.^^ Strife enters into the Sphere at a certain 
time in virtue of Necessity, or "the mighty oath" 
(v. 141); but we are left in the dark as to the origin of 
this. 

The expression used by Empedokles to describe the 
movement of the elements is that they " run through each 
other" (v. 108). Aristotle tells us"® that he explained 
mixture in general by " the symvietry of pores." And 
this is the explanation of the ''attraction of like for 
like." The " pores " of like bodies are, of course, much 
the same size, and these bodies can therefore mingle 

"* X. 889 B. 

"» Oen. Corr. B, 6. 884o, 1 ; Phya. e, 1. 252a, 5 (R. P. 182*). 

"• Cfm. Corr. A, 8. 8246, 84 (R. P. 132A). 
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easily. On the other hand, a finer bodj will ''run" 
straight through a coarse one without becoming mixed, 
and a coarse bodj will not be able to enter into the pores 
of a finer one at all It will be observed that, as 
Aristotle is not slow to point out, this view really implies 
something like the atomic theory; but there is no 
evidence that Empedokles himself was conscious of that. 
Another question raised by Aristotle is even more 
instructive. Are the pores, he asks, empty or full ? If 
empty, what becomes of the denial of the void? If 
full, why need we assume pores at all ? These questions 
Empedokles would have found it hard to answer. They 
point to a real want of thoroughness in his system, and 
mark it as a mere stage in the transition from Monism 
to Atomism. 
The four 87. From all that has just been said, it will be clear 
that we must distinguish four periods in the cycle of 
change. First of all, we have the Sphere in which all 
the elements are mixed together by Love. Secondly, 
there is the period when Love is passing out and Strife 
coming in, when, therefore, the elements are partially 
separated and partially combined. Thirdly, comes the com- 
plete separation of the elements, when Love is banished 
entirely from the world, and Strife has given free play to 
the attraction of like for like. Lastly, we have the 
period when Love is gradually bringing the elements 
together once more, and Strife is passing away. This 
brings us back in time to the Sphere, and then the cycle 
begins once more. Now it is clear that a world such 
as ours can exist only in the second and fourth of these 
])eriods ; and it is clear, too, that, if we are to understand 
Empedokles, we must discover to which of these two 
periods our present world belongs. This is plainly the 
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capital question ; for the explanation of all details must 
depend upon whether we are to assume that Love or 
Strife is now on the inci^ease. It is always, so far as I 
can see, assumed that we are now living in the fourth 
period;"^ I hope to show that we are in the second, 
that is, in the period when Strife is steadily gaining the 
upper hand. 

88. That a world of perishable things arises both inThenrcMnt 

world the 

the second and the fourth of the periods just enumerated work of strife. 
is stated in so many words by Empedokles (vv. 63-65); 
it is therefore very unlikely that, as Zeller suggests, 
he himself was not perfectly clear as to which of these 
we are now living in. Let us look at the external 
testimony, which, by Zeller's own admission, is entirely 
in favour of this world's being the second period and 
not the fourth. Aristotle says in one place ^^® quite 
distinctly : " He holds that the world is in a similar con- 
dition now in tlie period of Strife as formerly in that of 
Love." From another passage ^^^ it appears that Empe- 
dokles altogether omitted to describe the origin of the 
world in the period of Love, which he could hardly have 
done if it had been our present world. Against this 
Zeller has nothing to say except that all the fragments 
and notices seem to refer to the fourth period. I hope it 
will appear from the detailed account of the cosmology I 
am about to give that this is not so, and that the ideas 
of Empedokles were clearer than Zeller gives him credit 
for. 

89. To begin, then, with the "Sphere," in which the The "Sphere.* 
four ** roots " of all things are thoroughly mixed together 

^*' Zeller, p. 712 ; Karsten, Rtliquice^ ii. p. 892 ; Tannery, Scienct 
heU^ne, p. 308. 

"8 Oen, Corr, B, 6. 334a, 5. "» De Ccelo, r, 2. 801a, 14. 
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by Love. The fragments which deal with this stage are 
not very numerous (vv. 134-138), as is only natural, 
seeing that the description of such a state of things would 
very soon be exhausted. We note, however, that in 
v. 142 the Sphere is spoken of as a god, and Aristotle 
more than once^*® refers to it in the same way. We 
shall come back to this in discussing the Empedoklean 
theology. More often ^ Aristotle speaks of the Sphere 
as " the One," a name doubtless derived from such verses 
as 61, 67, and 76. At the same time, there is clearly a 
slight Aristotelian " development " here. It is not quite 
the same thing to say that things come together " into 
one," as Empedokles has it, and to say that they come 
together into " the One " ; the latter expression suggests 
that they lose their distinct and proper character in the 
Sphere, which thus becomes something like the '^ inde- 
terminate matter " of Aristotle. Such a view was quite 
foreign to Empedokles ; in the Sphere, as in their separa« 
tion. Fire, Air, Earth, and Water " remain what they are." 
Aristotle's difficulty as to the unity of the Sphere further 
led him to the assertion, which he makes, in one place 
quite positively and in another very doubtfully,^** that 
Love was the substratum of *' the One " in just the same 
sense as the Fire of Herakleitos, the Air of Anaximenes, 
or the Water of Thales. This strange statement we are 
now in a position to understand. It is by no means 
enough to say with Earsten that Love here stands for " the 

i» Otn, Corr, B, 6. 3886, 21 (R. P. 138A) ; Met, B, 4. 1000a, 29 (R. P. 
132t). Cf. SimpL Phya,f, 258r (R. P. 1336). 

»n Gen. Corr. A, 1. 315a, 7 (R. P. 138A) ; Met, A, 4. 986a, 28 (R. P. 
132t) ; ib. B, 4. 1000a, 28 (R. P. ib.). 

i» Met, B, 1. 996a, 4 ; r, 4. 1001a, 12 (R. P. 133/). The second of 
these passages does not pretend to be anything more than Aristotle's 
inference. Cf. also Met. I, 2. 10536, 15. 
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reign of Love " ; this hardly improves the sense at all. 
Aristotle could never have said what he does say if he had 
not been well aware that Love was a corporeal element 
just as much as the " four roots." He could not under- 
stand how the elements could come together " into one/' 
or " into the One/' without losing their individuality in 
it ; and he assumes, quite naturally from the standpoint 
of his own system, that they all become merged in Love ; 
in fact, he is here involved in much the same difBculty 
as that we have discussed already in the case of Anaxi- 
mander (§ 14). His doubts arise from the same source, 
namely, that he insists on trying to apply his own theory 
of potentiality and actuality to early philosophers who 
never dreamt of anything like it. His reason for doing 
this is explained in the Note on the Sources, and we must 
remember that he really was quite well aware that, as 
a matter of historical fact, he himself had invented 
" potentiality and actuality/' and also that " the One " of 
Empedokles was really a mixture. 

It is unnecessary to discuss here the interpretations 
of later writers like John Philoponos and Simplicius.^** 
Sometimes, with Aristotle, they say that the Sphere 
is a mixture of "actual" or "potential" elements, 
sometimes it is "indeterminate matter," sometimes 
"the efficient cause." Lastly, it appears as the Neo- 
platonist " intelligible world." To us, however, it must 
be none of these, but simply a round mass con- 
taining all the " four roots " thoroughly mixed together 
by Love, a corporeal substance which pervades the 
whole of it. Hate, another corporeal substance, is 
outside, no doubt surrounding the Sphere in a circular 
layer. This is quite capable of being represented in 

^^ For these see Karsten, ii. pp. 822 sqq. and 869 sqq. 
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a spatial perception, as all early Greek philosophical 
theories are. 
Formation of 90. At the appointed time, Strife begins to enter into 
the Sphere and Love to go out of it (v. 139 sqq.). The 
fragments by themselves throw very little light on the 
details of this process; but fortunately Actios and the 
Plutarchean Stromateis have between them preserved a 
very fair tradition of what Theophrastos said on the point. 

Empedoklcs held that the Air was first separated out and 
secondly Fire. Next came Earth, from which, highly com- 
pressed as it was by tlie impetus of its revolution, Water gushed 
forth. From the water Mist was produced by evaporation. 
The heavens were formed out of the Air and the sun out of the 
Fire, while terrestrial things were condensed from tlie other 
elements.— Aet. ii. 6. 3 (Dox. p. 334; R. P. 135 A). 

Empedoklcs held that the Air when separated off from the 
original mixture of the elements was spread round in a circle. 
After the Air, Fire running outwartls, and not finding any otlier 
place, ran up under the solid ice that now surrounded the Air. 
There were two hemispheres revolving round the earth, the one 
altogether composed of fire, the other of a mixture of air and a 
little fire. The latter he supposed to be the Night. The origin 
of their motion he derived from the fact of fire preponderating 
in one hemisphere owing to its accumulation there. — Ps.-Plut. 
Stroin. fr. 10 {Dox. p. 582 ; R. P. 135a). 

The first of the elements to be separated out by 
Strife, then, was Air, which took the outermost position 
surrounding the world (cf. v. 133). We must not, how- 
ever, take the statement that it surrounded the world 
" in a circle " too strictly. It appears that Empedokles 
rather regarded the heavens as shaped like an egg.^^ As 
Zeller points out, the appearance which it presents to the 
eye may partially account for this, but it is still more 
likely that we have here a trace of Orphic ideas. At 

i>* Act. 11. 31. 4 {Dox. p. 363). 
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any rate, the outer circle of the Air becarae solidified 
or frozen, and we thus get a crystalline vault as the 
boundary of the world. We note here the curious view 
that it was Fire which solidified the Air and turned it 
to ice. Fire in general had a solidifying power.^^ 

In its upward rush (v. 168) Fire displaced a portion 
of the Air in the upper half of the concave sphere formed 
by the frozen sky. This air then sunk downwards, 
carrying with it a small portion of the fire. Thus the 
two hemispheres, mentioned in the passage from the 
Stromateis, are produced : one, consisting entirely of fire, 
the diurnal hemisphere ; the other, the nocturnal, con- 
sisting of air with a little fire. 

The accumulation of Fire in the upper hemisphere 
disturbs the equilibrium of the heavens and causes them 
to revolve ; and this revolution not only produces the 
alternation of day and night, but serves by its rapidity 
to keep the heavens and the earth in their respective 
places. This Empedokles illustrated, Aristotle tells us, 
by the simile of a cup of water whirled round at the end 
of a string.^^ The verses which contained this remark- 
able account of so-called " centrifugal force " have, unfor- 
tunately, been lost ; but tlie simile is quite in keeping 
with the manner of Empedokles. 

91. It will be observed that day and night have been The sun, 

,.,., , 1- t ,. n 1 moon, stars, 

explained without the slightest reference to the sun. and earth. 
Day is produced solely by the light of the fiery diurnal 
hemisphere. What then is the sun ? The Pliitarchean 
SfromcUeis ^^ again give us the answer : " The sun is not 
fire in substance, but a reflexion of fire like that which 
comes from water." Plutarch himself, in his tract, 

i» R. P. 135c. >» R. P. 1856. 

^^ Strom, fr. 10 (Dox. 582, 11 ; R. P. 185c). 
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entitled, JFky does tlu Pytkia no longer give Metrical 
Responses f makes one of the interlocutors say : ** You 
laugh at Empedokles for saying that the sun is a product 
of the earth, arising from the reflexion of the light of 
heaven, and once more 'flashes back to Olympos with 
untroubled countenance'" (v. 151).^® Actios says:^** 
"Empedokles held that there were two suns; one, the 
archetype, the fire in one hemisphere of the world, filling 
the whole hemisphere [always stationed opposite its own 
reflexion] ; the other, the visible sun [its reflexion in the 
other hemisphere, that which is filled with air mingled 
with fire], produced by the reflexion of the earth, which 
is round, on the crystalline sun, and carried round by the 
motion of the fiery hemisphere. Or, to sum it up shortly, 
the sun is a reflexion of the terrestrial fire." 

These passages, and especially the last of them, are by 
no means so clear as we could wish ; but they all point 
to the conclusion that the sun is nothing but the light of 
the sky reflected from the earth on that part of the sky 
itself which is opposite to it. From this it follows, of 
course, that the appearance which we call the sun is the 
same size as the earth. Perhaps we may explain the 
origin of this extraordinary view as follows. It had just 
been discovered that the moon shone by reflected light 
There is always a tendency to give any novel theory a 
far wider application than it really admits of ; and so, in 
the early part of the fifth century B.C., men saw reflected 
light everywhere ; the Pythagoreans held a very similar 

i» ntf) r»u /i,n xf** tfitfitTf »»» rht HufUf, 400 B (R. P. ib,). We must 
keep the MS. reading iri^j yh with Bernardakis. The reading in R. P. is 
only a conjectare of Wyttenbach's. 

^^ Aet. ii 20. 23 {Dox, p. 350). It seems to me that two inconsistent 
accounts have been mixed together here. I have indicated this by- 
brackets. 
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view. What is quite incomprebeusible is how Empe- 
dokles could imagine the reflexion which we call the sun 
to be cairied round by the diurnal revolution of the 
heavens. 

This last consideration shows how incomplete were the 
scientific ideas of Empedokles, and it is therefore all the 
more remarkable to find that he was quite aware light 
takes some time to travel, though its speed is so great as 
to escape our perception.^^ He can hardly have arrived 
at this knowledge experimentally ; it is an inference from 
his theory of " effluences." 

" The moon," we are told in the Stromateis, " was com- 
posed of the air cut off by the fire ; it was frozen just like 
hail, and had its light from the sun." It is, in other words, 
a disc of frozen air, of the same substance as the solid 
sky which surrounds the heavens. Diogenes says that 
Empedokles taught it was smaller than the sun, and Aetios 
tells us that it was only half as distant from the earth.^^^ 

Empedokles did not attempt to explain the fixed stars 
by reflected light, nor even the planets. They were fiery, 
made out of the fire which the air carried with it when 
forced beneath the earth by the upward rush of fire at 
the first separation, as we saw above. The fixed stars 
were attached to the frozen air, the planets were those 
which moved freely .^^ 

Empedokles was acquainted (v. 157 sqq.) with the 
true theory of solar eclipses, which, along with that of 
the moon's light, was the great discovery of this period. 
He also knew (v. 160) that night is simply the shadow 

"0 Ariflt De Serutt, 6. 446a, 25 ; De An, B, 7. 4186, 20. 
i» Strom, fr. 10 {Dox. 582, 12; R. P. 135c) ; D. L. via 77 ; Aet. ii. 31. 1 ; 
cf. Dox, p. 63. 
^ Aet. iL 13. 2 and 5 (Dox, pp. 341, 342). 



256 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

of the earth, and not a sort of exhalation, as had been 
previously supposed. 

Wind was explained from the opposite motions of the 
fiery and airy hemispheres. Hain was caused by the 
compression of the Air, which forced any water there 
might be in it out of its pores in the form of drops. 
Lightning was fire forced out from the clouds in much 
the same way.^** 

Turning now to the earth, we find that it was at first 
mixed with water, but the increasing compression caused 
by the velocity of the world's revolution made the water 
gush forth,; so that the sea is called " the sweat of the 
earth," a phrase to which Aristotle objects as a mere 
poetical metaphor. This seems reasonable enough, 
especially as Empedokles went on to explain the salt- 
ness of the sea from this analogy.^** 
Organic com- 92. The remainder of the First Book seems to have 
been taken up with an attempt to show how the four 
elements, mingled in different proportions, gave rise to 
perishable things, such as bones, flesh, and the like. 
These, of course, are all the work of Love ; but this in 
no way contradicts the view taken above as to the period 
of evolution to which this world belongs. Love is by no 
means banished from the world yet, though one day it 
will be. At present, it is still able to form all sorts of 
combinations ; but, just because Strife is ever increasing, 
they are all perishable, and will be resolved once more 
into the elements. 

The possibility of organic combinations depends upon 



i» Aet. iii. 3. 7 ; Simpl. Dt Ccdo, J. 155r, Arist. Mettor. B, 9. 3696, 
12, with Alexander's commentary. 

i« Meteor. B, 3. 857a, 24 ; Aet iil 16. 8 (R. P. 1356) ; cf. the clear 
reference in Arist. Meteor. B, 1. 3536, 11. 
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the facfc thafc there is still water in the earth, and even 
fire (v. 162). The warm springs of Sicily were a proof 
of this, not to speak of Etna. These springs Empedokles 
appears to have explained by one of his characteristic 
images, drawn this time from the heating of warm 
baths.^ It will be noted that, while he is thoroughly 
epic in his treatment of similes, they are nearly all drawn 
from human inventions and manufactures. 

The formation of organic combinations takes place, 
then, in the earth, which is moistened by water mingled 
with air and hardened by fire. Here another simile of 
the same sort seems to have come in ; Love was a baker, 
and the earth her oven (v. 208). 

93. At the beginning of his Second Book Empedokles Plants. 
went on to explain how plants and animals were formed 
from the four elements under the influence of Love and 
Strife. The fragments which deal with trees and plants 
are vv. 2 1 5-23 1 ; and these, taken along with certain Aris- 
totelian statements and the doxographical tradition, enable 
us to make out pretty fully what his views were. We start 
as usual from Actios. The text of his statement is very 
corrupt ; but it may, perhaps, be rendered as follows : — 

Empedokles says that trees were the first living creatures to 
grow up out of the earth, before it was solidified by fire,^*^ and 
before day and night were distinguished ; that, from the sym- 
metry of their mixture, they contain the proportion of male and 
female ; that they grow owing to the heat which is in the earth 
rising upwards, ^^^ so that they are parts of the earth just as 

^•* Seneca, QucBst, Nat, iii. 24: "Facere solemus dracones et miliaria 
et complares formas in quibus sere tenui fistulas struimus ; ut saepe 
eandem ignem ambieus aqua per tantum fiuat spatii quantum efficiendd 
calori sat est. frigida itaque iutrat, efflult calida, idem sub terra Empe- 
docles existimat fieri." 

^* I propose flT^J* ^uft ^tXtiiheit (cf. Plcu;, iii. 16 ; R. P. 1356). 

'^ I read ^teufftiw for the MS. ^ttufyfAiuv, 

17 
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embryos are parts of the womb ; that fruits are excretions of 
the water and fire in plants, and that those which have a 
deficiency of moisture shed their leaves when that is evaporated 
by the summer heat, while those which have more moisture 
remain evergreen, as in the case of the laurel, the olive, and the 
palm ; that the differences in taste are due to variations in the 
particles contained in the earth and to the plants drawing 
different particles from it, as in the case of vines ; for it is not 
the difference of the vines that makes wine good, but that of 
the soil which nourishes them. — Aet. v. 26. 4 (R P. 136). 

In the De Anima}'^ Aristotle finds fault with Empe- 
dokles for explaining the double growth of plants, upwards 
and downwards, by the opposite natural motions of the 
earth and fire contained in them. For ''natural motions" 
we must, of course, substitute the attraction of like for 
like (§ 86). Theophrastos says much the same thing.^ 
The growth of plants, then, is to be regarded as an 
incident in that separation of the elements which Strife 
is bringing about ever more and more. Some of the fire 
which is still beneath the earth (v. 162) meeting in its 
upward course with earth, still moist with water and 
** running " down so as to " reach its own kind," unites 
with it, under the influence of the Love still left in the 
world, to form a temporary combination, which we call a 
tree or plant. 

At the beginning of the pseudo-Aristotelian Treatise 
on Plants^^ we are told that Empedokles attributed 
desire, sensation, and the capacity for pleasure and pain 
to plants. This follows also from v. 230, which is 
quoted by Sextus in the same connexion. 

Further, Empedokles rightly saw that the two sexes 
are combined in plants. This is mentioned by Aetios, 

^» B, 4. 4156, 28. ^ Dt causis platUarum, i. 12. 5. 

^« A, 1. 815a. 
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and is discussed in the. pseudo-Aristotelian Treatise on 
Plants. If we way so far trust that Byzantine transla- 
tion from a Latin version of the Arabic, we get a most 
valuable hint as to the reason. Plants, we are there 
told, came into being ''in an imperfect state of the 
world/* ^*^ in fact, at a time when Strife had not so far 
prevailed as to differentiate the sexes. We shall see 
shortly that the same remark applies to the original race 
of animals in this world. It is strange that Empedokles 
never observed the actual process of generation in plants, 
but confined himself to the statement that they spon- 
taneously " bore eggs" (v. 219), that is to say, fruit, as a 
mere excretion. Nevertheless his view as to the relation 
of the sexes in plants was not rediscovered till shortly 
before the time of Linnasus, and our botanical nomen- 
clature still bears traces of a view which he had already 
transcended.^*^ 

The nutritive functions of plants are explained by the 
symmetry of the pores, and the consequent attraction of 
like for like. This is the meaning also of what we are 
told above as to the different flavours of wines. In the 
same way Empedokles accounted for the fact that some 
plants are evergreen and others not. Some plants shed 
their leaves because the pores of their roots are too 
narrow to take in food as quickly as is required, and 
those of their leaves too wide to keep it. The evergreens 
have a symmetry in their pores, so that nourishment 
comes in continuously. 

In respect of nutrition and growth, then, as in respect 
of generation, plants represent an earlier and less differ- 

^^^ A, 2. 8176, 35: U »i^fAf nkmrr^tfiiff, 

^^ For instance, Filix mas and the like. See £. H. F. Meyer, OetcK 
dtr Botanik, vol. i. p. 55 sq. 
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entiated stage of evolation than, animals. They remain 
a part of the earth which hears them, as the embryo is 
a part of the uterus. 
Aninuiis. 94. As Is Well known, Empedokles held that animal 
organisms were evolved out of all manner of monstrous 
forms by a sort of survival of the fittest. The difiBculties 
which have been felt as to this part of the system all 
arise from a failure to observe that he really describes 
two evolutions of animal organisms which take exactly 
opposite courses, one belonging to the period of the 
world's history when Strife is prevailing more and 
more, the other to that when Love is' making headway. 
If we confuse the two, we cannot expect to attain 
any clear notion of the theory. The chie is furnished 
by two passages in Aristotle, where v. 244 is quoted 
and referred to the period of Love.^*^ So, too, in 
another, the same verse is cited with the additional 
remark that the separate parts were subsequently united 
by Love.^** This is exactly what we should expect; 
Strife had prevailed, and everything was separated. 
The evolution of animals in this period is simply a stage 
in the process of unification which culminates in the 
Sphere. 

Aristotle severely criticises Empedokles for the part 
which he assigns to chance in the evolution of animals. 
" We may suppose," he says, " that all things have fallen 
out accidentally just as they would have done if they had 
been produced with an end in view. Certain things have 
been preserved because they were accidentally put together 
in a fitting manner, while those which were not so put 
together have perished and are perishing, as Empedokles 

'^ Dt CcbIo, r, 2. 3006, 29 (R. P. 137a) ; Gen, An. A, 18. 7226, 19. 
^** De An, r, 6. 430a, 30 (R. P. ib.). 
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says of the oxen with human faces." ^** One curious 
instance of a favourable variation has been handed down. 
Vertebration was explained by Empedokles as due to an 
early invertebrate animal having tried to turn round, and 
broken its back in so doing. This variation was a favour- 
able one, and accordingly survived.^*® 

In the third period of the cycle, then, the period 
opposed to the one in which we are now living, the 
different parts of animals made their appearance separ- 
ately (v. 244 sqq.) ; but gradually, as Love increased more 
and more, these came together and formed various com- 
binations (v. 254 sqq.). Some of these were monstrosities 
(v. 256 sqq.), and perished from want of adaptation to 
their environment; those, however, which happened to 
be suitably constructed survived. 

Now let us look at the origin of animals in our period 
of the world, the period when Hate is increasing. First 
of all we have " whole-natured forms " (v. 265), in which 
neither sex nor species are yet distinguished. These are 
just what we should expect at a time when Hate is only 
beginning to make its power felt. Later on, when Hate 
has still further increased, we get the present condition of 
things with the actual distinctions of sex and species. This 
account seems to me to explain all the fragments we possess 
on the subject ; I am not aware that it has yet been given.^*"^ 

The cause of growth in animals as in plants is fire 
striving upwards from desire to reach its like, the fire in 
the sky (v. 267). They themselves are also composed 
of fire and water in definite proportions (v. 266). 

"» Phya. B. 8. 1986, 29 (R. P. 137a). 
i*» Arist. Part. An, A, 1. 640a, 19. 

^^ Cf. Aet. V. 19 (B. P. 137), where the four periods are accurately 
distinguished. 
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The distinction of the sexes was the most important 
result of the gradual differentiation brought about by the 
entrance of Hate into the world. Empedokles dififered 
from the theory given by Parmenides in his Second Part 
(§ 79) in holding that the warm element preponderated 
in the male sex, and that males were conceived in the 
warmer part of the uterus (vv. 273, 278). The foetus 
was formed partly from the male and partly from the 
female semen (v. 270); and it was just the fact that the 
substance of a new being's body was divided between the 
male and the female that produced desire when the two 
were brought together by sight (v. 272). The male 
semen acts on the female like rennet on milk (v. 279). 
A certain symmetry of the pores in the male and female 
semen is, of course, necessary for procreation, and from 
its absence Empedokles explained the sterility of mules. 
The children most resemble that parent who contributed 
most to their formation. The influence of statues and 
pictures on the fancy of pregnant women was also noted, 
however, as modifying the appearance of the offspring. 
Twins and triplets were due to a superabundance and 
division of the semen.^*® 

As to the growth of the foetus in the uterus, Empe- 
dokles held that it was enveloped in a membrane, and 
that its formation began on the thirty-sixth day and was 
completed on the forty-ninth. These numbers are the 
squares of six and seven respectively. The heart was 
formed first, the nails and such things last. Respira- 
tion did not begin till the time of birth, when the 
fluids round the foetus were withdrawn. Birth took 
place in the ninth or seventh month, because the day 
had been originally nine months long, and afterwards 

i« Aet. V. 10. 1; 11. 1; 12. 2; 14. 1. 
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seven. Milk arises on the tenth day of the eighth 
month.i*» 

Death ivas regarded by Empedokles as the final 
separation by Strife of the fire and earth in the body, 
each of which had all along been striving to " reach its 
own kind." Sleep was a temporary separation to a 
certain extent of the fiery element^^ At death the 
animal is resolved into its elements, which perhaps enter 
into fresh combinations, perhaps become permanently 
united with the " heaped up mass " of " their own kind." 
There can, of course, be no question here of an immortal 
soul. 

Even in life, Empedokles held, we may see the attrac- 
tion of like to like operating in animals just as we saw 
it operate in the upward and downward growth of 
plants. Hair is fundamentally the same thing as foliage 
(v. 236); and, generally speaking, the fiery part of 
animals tends upwards and the earthy part downwards, 
though there are exceptions, as may be seen in the case 
of certain shell-fish (v. 233 sq.). These exceptions are 
only possible because there is still a great deal of Love 
in the world. We see the attraction of like for like also 
in the different habits of the various species of animals. 
Those that have most fire in them fly up into the air ; 
those in which earth preponderates take to the earth, as 
did the dog which always sat upon a tile.^" Aquatic 
animals are those in which water predominates. This 
does not, however, apply to fishes, which are very fiery, 
and take to the water to cool themselves.^^* 



^« Aet. V. 15. 8; 21. 1; Box, Prol. p. 190. 

i» Aet. V. 25. 4 (Dox, p. 437). 

i« Aet. V. 19. 5 (Doar. p. 431) ; cf. Arist. Eth, Eud. H, 1. 1235a, 11. 

*" Arist De Reap, 14. 478a, 8 ; Theophr. Dt caua. plant, i. 21. 
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Empedokles paid great attention to the subject of 
respiration, and his very ingenious explanation of it has 
been preserved in a continuous form (v. 287 sqq.). We 
breathe, he held, through all the pores of the skin, not 
merely through the organs of respiration. The cause of 
the alternate inspiration and expiration of the breath was 
the movement of the blood from the heart to the surface 
of the body and back again, which was explained by an 
illustration taken from the kUpsydra. It must be said 
that this passage gives us a high idea of Empedokles as 
an observer; he seems to be just on the verge of 
anticipating both Harvey and Torricelli. 

The nutrition and growth of animals is, of course, 
easily to I)e explained from the attraction of like to like. 
Each part of the body has pores into which the appro- 
priate food will fit Pleasure and pain were derived 
from the absence or presence of like elements, that is, of 
nourishment which would fit the pores. Tears and 
sweat arose from a disturbance which curdled the blood ; 
they were, so to say, the whey of the blood.^ 
Perception. 95. For the theory of perception held by Empedokles 
we have the original words of Theophrastos : — 

(7.) Empedokles speaks in the same way of all the senses, 
and 8a js that perception is due to the " effluences " fitting into 
the passages of each sense. And that is why one cannot judge 
the objects of another ; for the passages of some of them are 
too wide and those of others too narrow for the sensible object, 
so that the latter either goes through without touching or 
cannot enter at all. R. P. 139c;^. 

He tries, too, to explain the nature of sight. He says that 
the interior of the eye consists of fire and water, while round 

^*^ Nutrition, Aet v. 27. 1 ; pleasure and pain, i6. iv. 9. 15 ; y. 2S. 1 ; 
tears and sweat, y. 22. 1. 
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about it is earth and *^air,"i^* through which its rarity enables 
the fire to pass like the light in lanterns (v. 316 sqq.). The 
passages of the fire and water are arranged alternately ; through 
those of the lire we perceive light objects, through those of the 
Vater, dark ; each class of objects fits into each class of passages, 
knd the colours are carried to the sight by effluence. K. P. ib. 

(8.) But eyes are not all composed in the same way ; some 
are composed of like elements and some of opposite ; some have 
the fire in the centre and some on the outside. That is why 
some animals are keen -sighted by day and others by night. 
Those which have less fire are keen-sighted in the daytime, for 
the fire within is brought up to an equality by that without ; 
those which have less of the opposite {i,e, water), by night, for 
then their deficiency is supplemented. But, in the opposite 
case, each will behave in the opposite manner. Those eyes in 
which fire predominates will be dazzled in the daytime, since 
the fire being still further increased will stop up and occupy the 
pores of the water. Those in which water predominates will, 
he says, sufier the same at night, for the fire will be obstructed 
by the water. And this goes on till the water is separated off 
by the air, for in each case it is the opposite which is a remedy. 
The best tempered and the most excellent vision is one com- 
posed of both in equal proportions. This is practically what he 
says about sight. 

(9.) Hearing, he holds, is produced by sound outside, when 
the air moved by the voice sounds inside the ear ; for the sense 
of hearing is a sort of bell sounding inside the ear, which ho 
calls a " fleshy sprout" When the air is set in motion it strikes 
upon the solid parts and produces a sound. Smell, he holds, 
arises from respiration, and that is why those smell most keenly 
whose breath has the most violent motion, and why most smell 
comes from subtle and light bodie& As to touch and taste, he 
does not lay down how nor by means of what they arise, except 
that he gives us an explanation applicable to all, that sensation 
is produced by adaptation to the pores. Pleasure is produced 
by what is like in its elements and their mixture; pain, by what 
is opposite. R. P. ib, 

^•* That IB, watery vapour, not the elemental air or ali^f (§ 85). It is 
identical with the ** water " mentioned below. 
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(10.) And he gives a precisely similar account of thought 
and ignorance. Thought arises from what is like and ignorance 
from what is unlike, thus implying that thought is the same, or 
nearly the same, as perception. For after enumerating how we 
know each thing by means of itself, he adds, " for all things are 
fashioned and fitted together out of these, and it is by these 
men think and feel pleasure and pain " (v. 336 sq.). And for 
this reason we think chiefly with our blood, for in it of all 
parts of the body all the elements are most completely mingled. 
R. P. 139 0. 

(11.) All, then, in whom the mixture is equal or nearly so, 
and in whom the elements are neither at too great intervals nor 
too small or too large, are the wisest and have the most exact 
perceptions; and those who come next to them are wise in 
proportion. Those who are in the opposite condition are the 
most foolish. Those whose elements are separated by intervals 
and rare are dull and laborious ; those in whom they are closely 
packed and broken into minute particles are impulsive, they 
attempt many things and finish few because of the rapidity 
with which their blood moves. Those who have a well- 
proportioned mixture in some one part of their bodies will be 
clever in that respect. That is why some are good orators and 
some good artificers. The latter have a good mixture in their 
hands, and the former in their tongues, and so with all other 
special capacities. R P. t^. 

Theophrastos goes on to criticise Empedokles from his 
own point of view. These objections do not concern us 
here ; what we have to do is to understand the theory 
itself. Perception is caused by the meeting of an 
element in us with the same element outside. This 
takes place when the pores of the organ of sense are 
neither too large nor too small for the "effluences" 
which all things are constantly giving off (v. 281). It 
is not right to make too much of the principle here laid 
down (v. 333 sqq.) that like is known by like. There 
is no idea of a necessary correlation between the "reason" 
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in us and " the reason in the world." On the contrary, / 
the knowing subject, if we may call it so, is just as much 
corporeal through and through as the world outside it. 
As Zeller points out, the theory is most easily worked 
out in the case of smell and taste. Smell was explained 
by respiration. The breath drew in along with it the 
small particles which fit into the pores. From Actios ^^ 
we learn that Empedokles proved this by the example of 
people with a cold in their head, who cannot smell, just 
because they have a difiBculty in breathing. We also 
see from v. 313 that the scent of dogs was referred to in 
support of the theory. Hearing was explained by the 
motion of the air which struck upon the cartilage inside 
the ear and made it sound like a bell. 

The theory of vision is more complicated ; and, as 
Plato adopted most of it, it is of great importance in the 
history of philosophy. The eye, then, was conceived, as 
by Alkmaion (§ 79),^^ to be composed of fire and water. 
Just as in a lantern the flame is protected from the wind 
by horn (v. 316 sqq.), so the fire in the apple of the 
eye is protected from the water which surrounds it in 
the pupil by membranes with very fine pores, so that, 
while the fire can pass out, the water cannot get in. 
Sight is produced by the fire inside the eye going forth 
to meet the object. This seems strange to us, because 
we are accustomed to the idea of images being impressed 
upon the retina. We wonder why Empedokles, who came 
so near the truth about smell and hearing, should have 
adopted so different an explanation of vision. But if 
we forget our superior knowledge for a moment, we shall 
see that, to the plain man, looking at a thing seems very 
much more like an action proceeding from the eye than 

"» iv. 17. 2 {Dox, p. 407). ^** Theophr. Sena, 26. 
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a mere passive state. There are reasons for this into 
which we cannot go at present ; we need only remark 
that Empedokles is much more nearly right than any 
one who supposes that what we actually see is the image 
on the retina. 

Empedokles was quite aware, too, that " effluences," as 
he called them, came from things to the eyes as well ; 
for he defined colours as " effluences from things fitting 
into the pores and perceived." ^*^ 

Theophrastos tells us that Empedokles made no dis- 
tinction between thought and perception, a remark which 
had already been made by Aristotle.^^ It is, of course, 
perfectly accurate. Reason, the faculty of abstract con- 
ception, had not yet been distinguished from perception, 
any more than incorporeal realities had been distinguished 
from body. The chief seat of perception Empedokles 
held to be the blood, in which the four elements are most 
evenly mixed, and especially the blood near the heart.^^ 
This does not, however, exclude the idea that other parts 
of the body may perceive also ; indeed, Empedokles held 
that all things have their share of thought (v. 195). 
But the blood was specially sensitive because of its finer 
mixture. From this it naturally follows that Empedokles 
adopted the view, already maintained in the Second Part 
of the poem of Parmenides (v. 146), that our knowledge 
varies with the varying constitution of our bodies (v. 
330 sqq.). This consideration became very important 

^^ See Diels, Emp, u. Chrg, p. 349. The definition is quoted from 
Gorgias by Plato, Meno, 76 D, where we must read ;^^i}^cTiv» for rxift^rm* 
with the ingenious corrector of Ven. T. 

iM De An, B, 7. 4186, 20. 

^^ R. P. 139e. It is an anachronism to say that Emp. said tliat the 
"soul" was in the blood. He knew nothing of "souls" except in the 
form of ghosts, which are corpoi-eal. 
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later on as one of the foundations of skepticism; but 
Empedokles himself simply drew from it the conclusion 
that we must make the best use we can of our senses, 
and check one by the other (v. 19 sqq.). 

96. The theoretical theology of Empedokles was ex- Theology ami 

religion. 

pounded in Book III. of his Poem on Nature; his 
practical religious exhortations, in another work called 
the Purifications. The former reminds us of Xeno- 
phanes, the latter of Pythagoras and the Orphics. 
There is no contradiction here. A polemic against 
the anthropomorphic polytheism of the poets was quite 
consistent with a return to religious ideas of a more 
primitive type. For we must separate clearly these 
two things, the theology and the religion of Empedokles. 
The latter stands in no direct connexion with the cosmo- 
logy, and is probably in the main Orphic ; the theology, 
on the other hand, formed a part of the Poem on Nature, 
and must surely have a close relation to it. 

To begin with the purely theoretical theology. We 
are told in the earlier part of the poem that certain 
" gods " are composed of the elements ; and that there- 
fore though they " live long lives " they must pass away 
(v. 107). These perishable gods are, no doubt, the 
same as the " daemons " whom we shall have to consider 
presently. We have seen that the elements and the 
Sphere are also called gods, and in Book III. (v. 344 sqq.) 
we suddenly come upon a deity who is described, as 
Zeller justly remarks, almost in the words of Xeno- 
phanes. He holds quite rightly that these verses do not 
imply monotheism ; and we may add that in this respect 
they are just like the similar utterances of Xenophanes. 
Surely, then, we may infer that here Empedokles is really 
speaking of the Sphere, just as Xenophanes was speaking 
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of the World when he described the divine nature, 
especially as Hippolytos distinctly states that this was 
so.iw 

If we turn now to the practical religious preaching of 
the Purifications, we find that everything turns on the 
doctrine of so-called metempsychosis. On the general 
significance of this doctrine enough has been said above 
(§ 38); the details given by Empedokles are peculiar. 
According to a decree of Necessity, "dsemons" who 
have sinned are forced to wander from their home in 
heaven for three times ten thousand seasons (v. 369 sqq.). 
He himself is such an exiled divinity, and has fallen 
from his high estate to become the slave of raving 
Strife (v. 382). The four elements toss him from one 
to the other with loathing (v. 377 sqq.) ; and so he has 
not only been a human being and a plant, but even a 
fish (v. 381). The only way to purify oneself from the 
taint of original sin was by the cultivation of ceremonial 
holiness, by purifications, and abstinence from animal 
flesh. For the animals are our kinsmen (v. 430), and 
it is parricide to lay hands on them. In all this there 
are undoubtedly certain points of contact with the 
cosmology. We have the "mighty oath" (v. 370, cf. 
V. 141), the four elements (v. 377 sqq.), Hate as the 
source of original sin (v. 382), and Kypris as queen in 
the Golden Age (v. 407). But these points are neither 
fundamental nor of great importance. And, as Zeller 
rightly points out, there are really contradictions between 
the two poems. Still, these are not quite so insuperable 

'» Btf, viL 31 (R. P. 140c). So Arist. Met, B, 4. 10006, 8, calls the 
sphere rh tv2c4^«»irr«T«f iut» It is veiy noteworthy, too, that Hippolytos 
odds after v. 349 the words, kxxk rf «?/»«; in* «ci 7r«f irriv Avrf , which seems 
to be a corrupted verse from the original. 
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as he thinks. It is quite true that the permanence of a 
spiritual soul, an individual personality, is quite irrecon- 
cilable ivith the physical theory we have been studying 
(§ 94); but Empedokles says nothing whatever about 
" souls." All he needs would be amply provided for by 
the reappearance of the same corporeal elements in 
different combinations ; and this, indeed, seems to be 
hinted at in v. 395. Empedokles had also laid down 
in his cosmological poem that the gods were made of the 
four elements, and therefore mortal (v. 107); so there 
is no difficulty here. We may conclude, I think, that 
Zeller has been prejudiced by his own use of the 
misleading word Seelenwanderiing to describe the doctrine 
of Empedokles. Nor is there any difficulty about the 
Golden Age, if we adopt the view taken above as to the 
four periods. It is to be referred to the time when Hate 
was just beginning to separate the elements, and before 
it got decidedly the upper hand. I do not mean for a 
moment that the religious teaching of Empedokles is to 
be deduced from his cosmology, or even that the two can 
be completely reconciled ; I only mean that they are so 
nearly in harmony that Empedokles need never have 
noticed their divergence. 



CHAPTER VI. 

ANAXAGORAS OF KLAZOMEXAI. 

Date and 97. All that ApoUodoros tells us with regard to the 
date of Anaxagoras seems to rest upon the authority of 
Demetrios Phalereus, who said of him, in the Register of 
ArchonSy that he began to study philosophy, at the age 
of twenty, in the archonship of Kallias or Kalliades at 
Athens (480 B.a).^ This date was most probably derived 
from a calculation based upon the philosopher's age at the 
time of his trial, which Demetrios had every opportunity 
of learning from sources now no longer extant ApoUo- 
doros inferred that Anaxagoras was born in 01. LXX. 
(500-497 B.C.), and he adds that he died in Ol. 
LXXXVIII. 1 (428 B.C.). He doubtless thought it 
natural that he should not survive Perikles, and still 
more natural that he should die the same year as Plato 
was born.* Besides all this, we have a further state- 
ment, of doubtful origin, but probably due to Demetrios 
also, that Anaxagoras lived at Athens for thirty yeare 
altogether. This looks like a genuine tradition ; * and 

* D. L. ii. 7 (R. P. 117 B), with the i>erfectly certain correction referrwl 
to R. P. 1176. The Athens of 480 B.c. would hardly be a place to *• begin 
philosophising" ! 

^ For the statements of Apollodorus see D. L. ii. 7 (R. P. 117 B) ; and 
for the date of Plato's birth, D. L. iii. 1 (R. P. 239). 

' D. L. loc dt. In any case the statement is no mere calculation of 
ApoUodoros' ; for he would certainly have made Anaxagoras forty years 
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if we accept it, we get from about 462 to 432 b.c. as 
the period of his residence in that city. 

There can be no doubt that these dates are very nearly 
right. Aristotle tells us* that Anaxagoras was older than 
Empedokles, who was born about 490 B.C. (§ 81); and 
Theophrastos said ^ that Empedokles was born " not long 
after Anaxagoras." Demokritos, too, seems to have said 
that he himself was a young man in the old age of 
Anaxagoras, and he must have been born about 460 B.c.® 
We shall find further confirmation of all this when we 
come to consider the date of the trial. 

Anaxagoras was born at Klazomenai, and Theophrastos 
tells us that his father's name was Hegesiboulos.'^ Tho 
names of both father and son have a decidedly aristocratic 
sound, and we may therefore assume that they belonged 
to a family which had won distinction in the State. Nor 
need we reject the tradition that Anaxagoras neglected 
his possessions to follow science.® It is certain, at any 
rate, that in the fourth century he was already regarded 
as the type of the man who leads the " theoretic life ; " ® 
and there must have been some ground for this view. 
Of course the story of his contempt for worldly goods 
was seized upon later by the historical novelist, and 

old at the date of his anival in Athens, and this wouhl allow twenty-eiglit 
years at most for his residence there. The trial cannot have been later 
than 432 B.C., and may have been earlier. 

* Met A, 3. 984a, 11 (R. ?. 119o). 

» Phya. Op. fr. 3 (Dox, p. 477), ap. Simpl. Phys, 19 D (R. P. 129c). 
< D. L. Ix. 41 (R. P. 144 B). On the date of Demokritos, see Chap. IX. 
n. 15. 
^ Phys, Op, fr. 3 {Dox. p. 478), repeated by the doxographers. 

* [Plato] Hipp. Maj. 283 A : T»i»«»T/«» ykp * Anet^ayipm, ^mv) wvfA^n^ai fi 
^mvT»' ovrmt muriv itinrtt f^^iT^ivim. Cf. Plut. Ptr. 16. 

» Arist. Eth. Nik. K, 8. 1179a, 13. Cf. EUi. Eud. A, 4. 12156, 6 and 15 ; 
1216a, 10. 

i8 
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tricked out with the usual apophthegms. These do not 
concern us here. 

One incident belonging to the early manhood of 
Anaxagoras is recorded, namely, his observation of the 
huge meteoric stone which fell into the Aigospotamos 
in 469 B.c.^^ Our authorities tell us that the philo- 
sopher predicted this phenomenon, which is plainly 
absurd. But we shall see reason to believe that it 
may have occasioned one of his most striking departures 
from the earlier cosmology, and led to his adoption of 
the very view for which he was condemned at Athens. 
At all events, the fall of the stone made a profound 
impression at the time, and it was still shown to tourists 
in the days of Pliny. 
Relation to 98. Ciccro, Diogcues, Strabo, the pseudo - Galen, 

the Ionic 

School. Eusebios, and Augustine all speak of Anaxagoras as the 
pupil of Anaximenes.^^ This is, of course, altogether 
impossible; Anaximenes most probably died before 
Anaxagoras was born. But it is not enough to say, 
with Schaubach and Zeller,^^ that the statement is a 
mere mistake arising from the fact that the name of 
Anaxagoras followed that of Anaximenes in the Suc- 
cessions}^ This is true, no doubt; but it is not the 

^» D. L. ii. 10 (R. P. 118a). Pliny, H. N. ii. 58, gives the date as 
01. LXXVIII. 2 (467 B.C.); the Marmor Parium points rather to 469. 
The curious may be referred to the Rev. George Costard's dissertation, 
entitled, The U»e of Astronomy in History and Chronology exemplified tn 
an Inquiiy into the Fall of tlie Stone into the jEgospotamos, daid to have 
been foretold by Anaangoras. London 1764. 

" Cic. N. D. i. 26 (after Philodemos) : Anaxagoras qui accepU ab 
Anaximene disciplinam (i.e. Hxtwt) ; D. L. pr. 14 (R. P. 4), and ii. 6 ; 
Strabo, xiv. 3. 36 (R. P. 117 A) ; Enseb. P. E. x. 14, p. 504 ; Ps.-Galeo, 
H. PhU, 3 ; Aug. Civ, Dei, vui. 2. 

« Zeller, 870, ». 2 (Eng. trans, ii. p. 326, ». 2). Cf. Schaubach, Anax, 
Claz. Fragm. p. 5. 

^' See Note on Sources, C. 
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whole truth. We have the original source of the 
doxographical tradition in a fragment of Theophrastos 
himself, which states that Anaxagoras had been "an 
associate of the philosophy of Anaxiraenes." ^* Now 
this expression has a very distinct meaning if we accept 
the view as to "schools" of science set forth in the 
Introdiidion}^ It means that the old Ionic School 
survived the destruction of Miletos in 494 B.C., and 
continued to flourish in the other cities of Asia, It 
means, further, that it produced no man of distinction 
after its third great representative, and that " the 
philosophy of Anaximenes " was still taught by whoever 
was now at the head of the society. This is important ; 
for, as we shall see (§ 154), Schleiermacher tried to 
make out that the system of Diogenes of ApoUonia came 
between those of Anaximenes and Anaxagoras, and that 
his philosophy formed the transition between the two. 

In view of this and other similar theories, it may be 
well to indicate briefly here the conclusions to which we 
shall come in the next few chapters with regard to the 
development of philosophy during the first half of the 
fifth century B.c. "We shall find that, while the old 
Ionic School was still capable of training great men, 
it was now powerless to keep them. Anaxagoras, as 
we shall, see, went his own way; Melissos (§ 137) and 
liCukippos (§ 147), though they still retained enough of 
the old views to bear witness to the original source of 
their inspiration, were too strongly influenced by the 
Eleatic dialectic to remain content with the theories of 
Anaximenes. It was left to second - rate minds like 

l« Phy9, Op, fr. i {DOX, p. 478) : 'Apal»yift ^i» ykf 'Hyf,fifi»uX»y 

» Introd. § XII. 
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Diogenes to champion the orthodox system, while third- 
rate minds like Hippon of Samos even went back to 
the cruder theory of Thales. The details of this antici- 
patory sketch will become clearer as we go on ; for the 
present, it is only necessary to call the reader's atten- 
tion to the fact that the old Ionic Philosophy now forms 
a sort of background to our story, just as Orphic and 
Pythagorean religious ideas have done in the preceding 
chapters. 
Anaxftgoraa 99. Anaxagoras was the first philosopher to take up 
his abode at Athens. We are not to suppose, however, 
that he was attracted thither by anything in the character 
of the Athenians. No doubt Athens at this time had 
become the political centre of the Hellenic world ; but 
it had not yet produced a single scientific man, nor had 
any Athenian shown the slightest tendency in the direc- 
tion of philosophy. On the contrary, the temper of the 
citizen body was and remained hostile to free inquiry bf 
any kind. The religious views of the Demos were of 
the narrowest kind, and hardly any people has sinned 
more heavily against the liberty of science. Sokrates, 
Anaxagoras, and xlristotle fell victims in diffei'ent degrees 
to the bigotry of the populace, though, of course, their 
offence was political rather than religious. They were 
condemned, not as heretics, but as innovators in the 
state religion. Still, as a recent historian observes, 
" Athens in its flourishing period was far from being a 
place for free inquiry to thrive unchecked." ^^ It is 
this, no doubt, which has been in the minds of the 
numerous writers who have represented philosophy as 
something un-Greek. It was in reality thoroughly Greek, 

" Holm, Or. Oesch, ii. 334. The whole chapter is well worth reading 
in this connexion. 
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though it was thoroughly un-Athenian. For the famous 
speech of Perikles depicts the Athenians, not as they 
were, but as they should have been ; and we must not 
forget Nikias and Anytos, Strepsiades and Dikaiarchos, 
Lampon and Diopeithes, when we speak of the Athenian 
spirit. We might as well forget M. Homais when we 
generalise about the French. 

It seems most reasonable to suppose that Perikles 
himself brought Anaxagoras to Athens, just as he brought 
everything else he could. Holm has shown with much 
skill how the aim of that great statesman was, so to say, 
to Ionise his fellow-citizens, to impart to them some- 
thing of the flexibility and openness of mind which 
characterised their kinsmen across the sea. In this en- 
deavour he was ably seconded by his wife, Aspasia of 
Miletos, who therefore became the standing butt for the 
ribaldry of those scurrilous poets who were willing to 
pander to orthodoxy and obscurantism. She may very 
well have introduced the Ionian philosopher to the 
I^eriklean circle, of which he was henceforth a chief 
ornament. The Athenians in derision gave him the 
nickname of Nous.^^ 

Be this as it may, the close relation in which Anaxa- 
goras stood to Perikles is placed beyond the reach of 
doubt by the testimony of Plato. In the Phaidros'^ he 
wakes Sokrates say : " For all arts that are greats there 
is need of talk and discussion on the parts of natural 
science that deal with things on high ; for that seems 
to be the source which inspires high - mindedness and 
effectiveness in every direction. Perikles added this 

" Pint Ptr. i (R, P. 1176). I/oUow ZeUer, 871, «. 4 (Eng. trans, ii. 
327, n. 4), in regarding the sobriquet as derisive, 
w 270 A (R. P. 1176). Cf. Plat. Ptr. 4 (R. P. i6.). 
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very acquirement to his original gifts. He fell in, it 
seems, with Anaxagoras, who was a scientific man ; and, 
satiating himself with the theory of things on high, and 
having attained to a knowledge of the true nature of 
intellect and folly, which were just what the discourses 
of Anaxagoras were mainly about, he drew from that 
source whatever was calculated to further him in the 
art of speech." 

A more difficult .question is the alleged relation of 
Euripides to Anaxagoras. The oldest authority for it is 
Alexander of Aitolia, poet and librarian, who lived at 
the court of Ptolemy Philadelphos (c. 280 B.C.). He 
referred to Euripides as the " nursling of the ancient 
Anaxagoras." ^^ A great deal of ingenuity has been ex- 
pended in trying to find the system of Anaxagoras in 
the choruses of Euripides ; but, it must now be ad- 
mitted, without result. The system of the poet, so far 
as he had one, was quite different, something more like 
orthodox lonicisra.*^ The famous fragment on the 
blessedness of the scientific life might just as well refer 
to any other cosmologist as to Anaxagoras, and indeed 
suggests far more naturally a thinker of a more primitive 
type.*^ On the other hand, there is also a fragment 
which distinctly expounds the central thought of Anaxa- 
goras, and could hardly be referred to any one else.^ 
We may conclude, then, that Euripides knew the philo- 

^» Ap. Gell. N. A. XV. 20- The statement is repeated by D. L. ii. 101, 
and many later \mter8. 

^ See V. Wilamowitz - MuUendorf, AncUecta Euripidea, p. 162 sqq. 
Yalckenaer {Diatr. de Eur. p. dr. rel. p. 26) first raised this question. 

^ The fr. is quoted R. P. 117r. Tlie words Uafar^o ^v^un and K«r^» 
•y^pm carry us back ratlier to tlie older Milesians. Note the propriety 
with which Euripides uses the words Ur^la and Mfi» (" order,*' not 
"world"). 

^ R. P. 1196. 
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sopher and his views, but preferred a system more nearly 
resembling that of Diogenes. 

100. We now come to the sorrowful ending of Tiie trial. 
Anaxagoras' residence at Athens. Shortly before the 
outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, the enemies of 
Perikles began a series of attacks upon him through 
his friends.*^ Pheidias was the first to suffer, and 
Anaxagoras was the next. That he was an object 
of special hatred to the religious party need not sur- 
prise us, even though the charge made against him 
does not suggest that he went out of his way to hurt 
their susceptibilities. The details of the trial are 
somewhat obscure, but we can make out a few points 
quite clearly. The first step taken was the intro- 
duction of a psephism by Diopeithes, the same whom 
Aristophanes laughs at in The Birds,^ enacting that an 
impeachment should be brought against those who did 
not practise religion, and taught theories about "the 
things on high."(5f What happened at the actual trial 
is very differei^er/ related. Sotion in his Successions, 
Satyros in his Lives, Hermippos, and Hieronymos, gave 
hopelessly conflicting accounts.^ It is no use attempting 
to reconcile these, as some writers liave tried to do ; nor 
is it very hopeful to adopt the theologians* device of 
assuming two trials, though this is actually done by 
Bayle. It is enough to insist upon what is certain. 
Now we know positively from Plato what the accusation 

" Both Ephoros (represented by Dioil. xii. 38) and tlie source of Plut. 
Per, 32, made these attacks immediately precede the war. This may, 
however, be pragmatic ; they perhaps occurred earlier. 

^ Birds, 983. Aristophanes had no resjMct for orthodoxy when com- 
bined with democratic opinions. 

" Plut. Per. 32 (R. P. 117 C). For the procedure, see the article 

Eiuingelia" in Diet. Ant, 

^ These accounts are repeated by D. L. it 12-14. It is worth while 
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was.*^ It was that Anaxagoras taught the sun was a 
red-hot stone, and the moon earth ; and we shall see that 
he certainly did hold these views (§ 111). For the 
rest, the most plausible view is that Anaxagoras was 
got out of prison and sent away by Perikles.** We 
know from Plato's Kriton that such things were possible 
at Athens. 

Driven from his adopted liorae, Anaxagoras naturally 
went back to Ionia, where at least he would be free to 
teach what he pleased. He settled at Lampsakos, a 
colony of Miletos, and we shall see reason to believe 
that he founded a school there.^ Probably he did not 
live long after his exile. The Laropsakenes behaved very 
differently from the Athenians. They erected an altar 
to his memory in their market-place, dedicated to Mind 
and Truth ; and the anniversary of his death was long 
kept as a holiday, it was said at his own request.*^ 
Writings. 101. Diogenes expressly includes Anaxagoras in his 

to put the statements of Satyros and Sotion side h a- de in order to show 
the unsatisfactory character of the hiographical ti f^ ion : — 

Sotion, Saiyro8, 

Accvstr, Kleon. Thoakydides s. of Melesias. 

Charge. Calling the sun a red-hot Impiety and Medism(!). 

mass. 

Sentence, I Fined five talents. Sentenced to death in absence. 

Ilermippos represents Anaxagoras as already in prison under sentence 
of death when Perikles shamed the (leople into letting him off. Lastly, 
Hieronymos says he never was condemned at all. Perikles brought him 
into court thin and wasted by disease, and the judges acquitted him out of 
compassion ! The Medism alleged by Satyros no doubt comes from Stesim- 
brotos, who made Anaxagoras the iriend of Themistokles instead of Perikles. 
This, too, explains the accuser's name (Busolt, Gr, Oesch, p. 306, n. 3). 

^ Apol. 26 D. 

« Plut. Nik. 23 (R. P. 117c). Cf. Per, 32 (R. P. 117 D). 

» Chap. IX. § 159. 

** The oldest authority for the honours jmid to Anaxagoras is Alkidamas, 
the pupil of Gorgias, who said these were still kept up in his own time. 
Arifit. nhet, B, 23. 13986, 15. Cf. Aelian, V, If, vui. 19. 
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list of philosophers who left only a single book, and he 
has also preserved the accepted criticism of it, namely, 
that it was written "in a lofty and agreeable style." *^ 
There is no evidence of any weight to set against this 
explicit testimony, which conies ultimately from the 
librarians of Alexandria.^^ The story that Anaxagoras 
wrote a treatise on perspective as applied to scene-paint- 
ing is most improbable;^ and the statement that he 
composed a mathematical work dealing with the quad- 
rature of the circle is due to a mere misunderstanding 
of an expression in Plutarch.** "We learn from the 
passage in the Apology, referred to above, that the works 
of Anaxagoras could be bought at Athens for a single 
drachma ; and that the book was of some length may be 
gathered from the way in which Plato goes on to speak 
of it.*^ In the sixth century a.d. Simplicius was still 
able to procure a copy ; ^ and it is to him we owe the 
preservation of all our fragments, with one or two ver}'^ 
doubtful exceptions. Unfortunately his quotations seem 
to be altogether confined to the First Book, that 
dealing with general principles, so that we are left 

» D. L. i. 16 ; ii. 6 (R. P. 6 B ; 122 A). 

^ Schaubach {A^i, Claz. Fragm. p. 57) fabricated a work entitled ri 
vTfit At;^ivt«ir out of the pseado- Aristotelian De plantis, 817a, 27. But 
the Latin version of Alfred, which is the original of the Greek, has 
simply et idea dicit lechitieon ; and this appears to be due to a failure to 
make out the Arabic text from which the Latin version was derived. Cf. 
^leyer, Oeach, d. Bot. i. 60. 

** It comes from Vitruvius, vii. pr. 11. A forger, seeking to decorate 
his production with a great name, would think naturally of the philo- 
sopher who was said to have taught £uripides. 

** Plut. De Eocilio, 607 F. The words merely mean that he used to draw 
mathematical figures relating to the quadrature of the circle on the prison 
floor. 

^ Apol, 26 D-E. The expression i8//3>j« perhaps implies that it filled 
more than one roll. 

^ Simpl. also speaks of /3//SX4«. 
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*'*ji* *■*♦ ••* '/*«4. 4 >a* *^ * ' ' • <' * ' t >.' t\ • 1^ K_ I' 1'* • 

i'\ \h ; A /.'J '»r,'> \'i,t**' *!t..u^* j*f»r -^z, w*- r;. ^^^ r-;>,*-e tL*; 
♦ r^f*^ '//" 'a;/^.,;.''/| /;.^:,y t/,./,^;* *;. I *A aX fc».ru ir* all itLe 
pi',w\'j *Mt ;•/" Lf '/.;';.•. t//iir<'*h*'r, ^/ti/,* of ;i!I th:r-;r*, with all 
ii/,f«# /,f ^i,.,;y<, ;ir,'J '//)'/if', ai/1 *av'»,r* ^K. P. i//.;,''arj4 thai 
>/»M» h'lvir \^t%\ \uttu*'*\ \u iJ.'i/j, afi'l th^' olh^'r aniniaU that 
hi'/*' Iff*', /u.'l that tJi''<i; r/i'Ti \\'A\*: \u\i'^i\UA. oili<'«j and culti- 
V'itv/1 ^^ 1'J4, ;i«( wjfli ij>t ; i%\A that th^y h.ivt' a ^un and m^xm 
*ii>d Ui«i f'xt, »<( w/tji UK ; iind tli;it th<'ir ♦•arth brinj^ forth for 
i\\tu\ twtfiy i\nu'/n <f1 nil kiridit, of which they gather together 
if>i' U'«t «hd UK4: i)ifni ft ft ihcAT dwf'liin^'H (K. P. 127 h). Thus 
iriH/ h hii w. I Kuid with r<'K^ird t^> wjianitinj,' off, that it will not 1» 
only wjMi i/h that thiiiKH an* M'\nimUu\ off, Imt elKewhere too.** 

*' >i\iu\i\U hiH |4'IIn iin (\i. V, 120; thiit ttiU fruKmriit waH at the begin- 
filh^ of lli« Kl»*» hook, Tlift fntiiilittr >M'fit«mi*, quoted by D. L. ii. 6 
ni r. ivy A; niMJ ollifM-M, in not Anuxii^oriiH' at all, but a ftutnniary of his 
flofltltm, «lu« ixoliiiblv Uf TlM'o|iliniNtrm. 

'" Ki. y oiMuiii««l "NJiorlly altiT" fr. 1 (Himpl. loc, cit.). 

"** Ki W n\mi (NM'unml *'i«hortly nftrr" (Himpl. /oc. ri/.). For my inser- 
tion of "lliK Hoil<U," H«Mi Imlow, M 110. 

*" I liinn uii«ln I'l. 10 roiitiuuouN witli fr. 3, becauso this is done, not 
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(11.) . . . as these thus revolve and are separated off by the 
force and speed. And the speed makes the force. And their 
speed is like nothing in speed of the things that are now among 
men, but in every way many times as quick. *^ 

• ••••••• 

(4.) But before they were separated off, when all things were 
together, not even was any colour distinguishable; for the 
mixture of all things prevented it, — of the moist and of the 
dry, and the warm and the cold, and the light and the dark 
[and much earth being in it],*^ and of a multitude of innumer- 
able germs in no way like each other. For none of the other 
things either is like any other. R P. 120. 

(5.) In everything there is a portion of everything except 
Kous, and there are some things in which there is Nous also. 
K. P. 1276. 

(6.) All other things partake in a portion of everything, 
while Nous is infinite and self -ruled, and is mixed with 
nothing, but is alone, itself by itself. For if it were not by 
itself, but were mixed with anything else, it would partake in 
all things if it were mixed M'ith any ; for in everything there 
is a portion of everything, as has been said by me in what goes 
before, and the things mixed with it would hinder it, so that 
it would have power over nothing in the same way that it has 
now being alone by itself. For it is the thinnest of all things 
and the purest, and it has all knowledge about everything and 
the greatest strength ; and Nous has power over all things, 

once only, but twice, by Simpl. in his Commentari/ on the Physics (pp. 35 
and 157 D), and once also in that on the De Cctlo (/. 149). The conclud- 
ing words (rcvTc ^iv tZv fA»i xiXi»T«4 iTi^i Tiit aTticfiffS •'rt tin av w.f nfut 
fA4V9 MWK^itirij AkXa xat «xxii) are not given in R. P., and Sclioni siip- 
(losed they belonged to Simplicius. The Aldine read cV««^/Vi«f ; but we 
now know from the apjiaratus of Dials that the best MSS. (D E) have 
preserved the Ionic «ir«»^iV<«f, thus leaving no doubt as to the souive from 
which the sentence comes. That fr. 4 is also given immediately after 
fr. 3 in another place (p. 156 D ; R. P. 120) makes no difference, for it is 
clearly marked off by tlie parenthetic ^nri 

*» The place of fr. 11 is settled by that of fr. 10. It came ''shortly 
after " (Simpl. Phya. p. 35 D). 

** I can make nothing of the words ytit vXXiif Ui«i;rt)f . We expect rtZ 
Mfeuw »«u r«v tri/«»«v (cf. fr. 6), and perhaps the doubtful words are a gloss 
upon Tv»fZy wliich has displaced the original text. 



284 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

both greater and smaller, th^t have life. And Nous had power 
over the whole revolution, so that it began to revolve in the 
beginning. And it began to revolve first from a small begin- 
ning ; but the revolution now extends over a larger space, and 
will extend over a larger still.** And all the things that are 
mingled together and separated off and distinguished are all 
known by Nous. And Nous set in order all things that were 
to be and that were, and all things that are not now and that 
are, and this revolution in which now revolve the stars and 
the sun and the moon, and the air and the sether that are 
separated off. And this revolution caused the separating off, 
and the rare is separated off from the dense, the warm from the 
cold, the light from the dark, and the dry from the moist 
And there are many portions in many things. But no thing is 
altogether separated off nor distinguished from anything else 
except Nous. And all Nous is alike, both the greater and the 
smaller; while nothing else is like anything else, but each 
single thing is and was roost manifestly those things of which 
it has most in it. R. P. 123. 

. . . ••• • • • 

(7.) And when Nous began to move things, separating off 
took place from all that was moved, and so far as Nous set in 
motion all was separated. And as things were set in motion 
and separated, the revolution caused them to be separated much 
more. 

(8.) The dense and the moist and the cold and the dark 
came together where the earth is now, while the rare and the 
warm and the dry (and the bright) went out towards the 
further part of the 8Bther.<* R. P. 124 A. 

(9.) From these as they are separated off earth is 
solidified ; for from mists water is separated off, and from 
water earth. From the earth stones are solidified by the 
cold, and these rush outwards more than water. R. P. 
124 A. 

(12.) But Nous has power over all things that are, and it is 
now where all the other things are, in the mass that surrounds 

^ Heading &«-/ for l<rti 

** On the text of this fr. see R. P. 124a. I follow Schorn in inserting 
also mm T« XmfA9rfiv from Hippolytos. 
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the world, and in the things that have been separated off and 
that are being separated olf.*^ 

(13.) Nor are the things that are in one world divided nor 
cut oflf from one another with a hatchet, neither the warm from 
the cold nor the cold from the warm. R. P. 123e. 

(14.) And when those things are being thus distinguished, 
we must know that all of them are neither more nor less ; for 
it is not possible for them to be more than all, and all are 
always equal R P. 1 20. 

(15.) Nor is there a least of what is small, but there is always 
a smaller ; for it is impossible that what is should cease to be, 
by being divided.** But there is always something greater 
than what is great, and it is equal to the small in amount, and, 
compared with itself, each thing is both great and small. E. P. 
126a. 

(16.) And since the portions of the great and of the small 
are equal in amount, for this reason, too, all things will be in 
everything; nor is it possible for them to be apart, but all 
things have a portion of everything. Since it is impossible for 
there to be a least thing, they cannot be separated, nor come to 
be by themselves ; but they must be now, just as they were in 
the beginning, all together. And in all things many things are 
contained, and an equal number both in the greater and in the 
smaller of the things that are separated off. 

(17.) The Hellenes are wrong in using the expressions coming 
into being and passing away ; for nothing comes into being or 
passes away, but mingling and separation takes place of things 
that are. So they would be right to call coming into being 
mixture, and passing away separation. R. P. 119. 

103. The system of Anaxagoras, like that of Erape- Anaxagoras 
dokles, aimed at reconciling the Eleatic doctrine that cesBois. 
corporeal substance is unchangeable with the existence 

* Fr. 12 is given thus by Simpl. Phya, 157 D : iTi vZt «V« Wri « »a^r« 

»pi0ufty »at if TtTf iTeKixftfitivMs, Diels {ad loc, ) suggests : i il vwt, is du 
v^ri, itafTtt Jtm vvv \9vi^ . . . xm it rut avtxftfti^i x»i iv rcTf d9r»xf4t9fiiv0ts, 
1 prefer • 3t 9»vt if* f* iff* »^«riti, s.r.x. 
^ Obsen'c Zellcr's beautiful emendation of this fr., t$/a^ for r$ /Ati, 
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of a world which everywhere presents the appearance of 
coming into being and passing away. The conclusions 
of I*arraenides are frankly accepted and restated. 
Nothing can be added to all things ; for there cannot be 
more than all, and all is always equal (fr. 14). Nor can 
anything pass away. What men commonly call coming 
into being and passing away is really mixture and 
separation (fr. 17). 

This last fragment reads almost like a prose paraphrase 
of Empedokles (vv. 89-93); and it is in every way 
probable that Anaxagoras derived his theory of mixture 
from his younger contemporary, whose poem was most 
likely published before his own treatisa*^ On the other 
hand, the refusal of Anaxagoras to admit the existence of 
entirely disparate and irreducible elements was doubtless 
due to his early connexion with the Ionic School. He 
certainly had to maintain a pluralist doctrine of some 
sort, if he wished to give an account of motion and 
change; for Parmenides had shown that these could not 
be reconciled with a materialistic monism. But, on the 
other hand, everything changes into everything else,*^ 
and therefore the theory of Empedokles is insufficient 
He had altogether separated the warm element. Fire, 
from the cold element, Water ; but Anaxagoras saw that 
things were not "cut off with a hatchet" (fr. 13) in this 
way. On the contrary, the true formula must be : Tkere 
is a portion of evei^thing in everything (fr. 5). 
Everything 104. A part of the argument by which Anaxa<{oras 

m every- *^ o J o "~ 



J 



thing." 



^ This is doubtless the meaning of the words t»7{ tfyut vmpat in Arist. 
Met, A, 3. 984a, 12 (R. P. 119a) ; though ipym, certainly does not mean 
"writings" or Optra omnia^ but simply ** achievements." The other 
possible interpretations are "more advanced in his views" and "inferior 
in his teaching" (Zeller, p. 917, n. 3). 

« Arist. Phys. A, 4. 1876, 1 (R. P. 123a). 
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sought to prove this point has been preserved in a 
corrupt form by Actios, and Diels has recovered some 
of the original words from the scholiast on St. Gregory 
Nazianzene. " We use a simple nourishment," he said, 
" when we eat the fruit of Demeter or drink water. But 
how can hair be made of what is not hair, or flesh of what 
is not flesh ? " *® This is just the sort of question that the 
early Milesians must have asked, only the physiological 
interest has now definitely replaced the meteorological. 
We shall find a similar train of reasoning in Diogenes of 
ApoUonia (fr. 2). 

The statement that there is a portion of everything in 
everything, is not to be understood as referring simply to 
the original mixture of things before the formation of the 
worlds (fr. 1). On the contrary, even now " all things 
are together," and everything, however small and how- 
ever great, has an equal number of "portions" (fr. 16). 
A smaller particle of matter could only contain a smaller 
number of portions, if one of those portions ceased to be ; 
but if anything is, in the full Parmenidean sense, it is 
impossible that mere division should make it cease to be 
(fr. 15). Matter is infinitely divisible; for there is no 
least thing, any more than there is a greatest. But 
however great or small a body may be, it contains just 
the same number of " portions," that is, a portion of 
everything. 

105. What are these "things" of which every thing The portions, 
contains a portion ? It is usual to represent the theory 
of Anaxagoras as if he had said that wheat, for instance, 
contained small particles of flesh, blood, bones, and the 
like; but we have just seen that matter is infinitely 



« Aet. i. 3. 5 (Doz. p. 279). See R. P. 12^ and ft. 1. I read »«^r«» 
with Uscner. 
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divisible, and (fr. 16) that there are as many " portions " 
in the smallest particle as in the greatest. This is fatal 
to the common view. If everything was made up of 
minute particles of everything else, we could certainly 
arrive at a point where everything was " unmixed," if 
only we carried division far enough. 

We owe the solution of this difficulty to the acumen 
of M. Tannery.^ In fr. 13 the examples given of things 
which are not " cut off from one another with a hatchet " 
are the hot and the cold; and, in other places (fr. 4, 8), 
mention is made of the other traditional " opposites " of 
the Milesian School. Aristotle says that, if we suppose 
the first principles to be infinite, they may either be one 
in kind, as with Demokritos, or opposite.^^ Simplicius, 
following Porphyry and Themistios, refers the latter view 
to Anaxagoras ; ^^ and Aristotle himself implies that the 
opposites of Anaxagoras had as much right to be called 
first principles as the " homoeomeries." ^ 

It is of those opposites, then, and not of the different 
forms of matter, that everything contains a portion. 
Every particle of matter, however large or however small 
it may be, contains every one of those opposite qualities. 
That which is hot is also to a certain extent cold. Even 
snow, Anaxagoras affirmed, was black ;^ that is, even the 
white contains a certain portion of the opposite quality. 
It is enough to indicate the connexion of this with the 
views of Herakleitos (§ 63). 



*® Science ItellMe, p. 283 sqq. 

" Phyn. A, 2. 1846, 21. The uncertainty of the text does not affect 
our inference fi-om it. 

*^ Phys, 44 D. It should be noted, however, that Alexander rejected 
this interpretation. 

» Phy8. A, 4. 187a, 25. 

«* Sext. Pyrrh. i. 33 (R. P. 1286). 
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Had Anaxagoras possessed the conception of quality, 
all this could have been made much clearer. It is only 
obscure because he is obliged to call the primary oppo- 
sites " things." We have seen already (§ 14) how this 
came about. 

106. These "things" or qualities, though each is Seed*, 
present in everything, may be combined in very different 
proportions, and thus it is that the seeds or* germs, or, 
as we should say, molecules of different substances, are 
distinguished. Each " seed " contains all " things " (or 
qualities), but each is most obviously of that quality 
which predominates in it (fr. 6). The seeds of fire 
contain portions of cold, but the portions of heat so 
far prevail that we call it hot. 

It is these "seeds'' that Aristotle spoke of as ofioiofieprj. 
This word has nothing to do with the system of Anaxa- 
goras himself; it belongs entirely to Aristotle's own 
biological theory.^ No doubt Anaxagoras, in conformity 
with the physiological interest of the time, spoke chiefly 
of the seeds of flesh, bone, and the like. Such things are 
called " homoeomerous " in the biological works of Aris- 
totle to distinguish them from the organs, and the term 
means simply that they can be divided into parts which 
are of the same nature as the whole.^ The word 
summed up conveniently the class of things which 
were regarded as primary combinations of the ele- 
mentary " things " or opposite qualities, but we cannot 

^ See Bonitz, Iiid, s.v. The ifMt§fiifin are intermediate between the 
elements, of which they are compounded, and the organs, which are made 
up of them. The distinction between iffit/itpn and «y«^<«^t^if corresponds 
to Bichat's fundamental distinction between tissues and organs, Cf. 
Lewes, Aristotle, p. 279. 

» Cf. Oen, Corr. A, 1. 314a, 18 (R. P. 119a). The explanation given 
by Actios, i. 3. 5 (R. P. 123/), is quite wrong, 

19 
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infer anything at all from it as to the views of Anaxa- 
goras himself. 
"AU things 107. Aristotle, then, was quite justified in calling the 

together." 

seeds of Anaxagoras homoeomerous, because, as a matter 
of fact, the forms of matter which he regarded as primary 
combinations of the opposites belonged to the class of 
things to which Aristotle himself gave that name. The 
examples he cites *^ are bone, flesh, marrow, and the 
like, which Empedokles had regarded as compounds (v. 
199 sqq.). Fire, Air, Earth, and Water, on the contrary, 
which Empedokles had made the most primitive of all 
things, were now regarded as secondary combinations of 
these seeds." We see here how the physiological interest 
was growing at the expense of every other. 

From all this it follows that, when ** all things were 
together," and when the different seeds of things were 
mixed together in infinitely small particles (fr. 1), the 
appearance presented would be that of one of what had 
hitherto been regarded as the primary substances. As a 
matter of fact, they did present the appearance of " air and 
aether " ; for the qualities (things) which belong to these 
prevail in quantity over all other things in the universe, 
and everything is most obviously that of which it has 
most in it (fr. 6). Hei'e, then, Anaxagoras attaches him- 

"7 Cf the quototions in R. P. 119a. 

* Oen. Corr, A, 1. 314a, 24 (R. P. 125). Tlie word ir.fririp^;. was 
used also by Demokritos, who most likely got it from Anaxagoras ; it occurs 
in the pseudo-Hippokratean Ot^i It^lTtiff i. Great difficulty has been 
caused by the apparent inclusion of W^ater and Fire among the ift,Mft,%fi in 
MtL A, 8. 984a, 11 (R. P. 11 Pa). This cannot mean that in the system 
of Aristotle himself Water and Fire were called «/«m«/«i^i), for the 9tixu» 
are always carefully distinguished from the ifit4»fAtfti. Bonitz*s proposal to 
translate ''as tire and water were in the system of Empedokles," is not 
very convincing either. I prefer to regard the woHs amitt^if titf n wZf as 
a (perfectly correct) gloss upon •vru. In the next clause I read itTXit for 
iwmt with Zeller. Cf. also De Ccdo, r, 3. 302^ 1 (R. P. 119a). 
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self to Anaximenes. The primary condition of things, 
before the formation of the worlds, is much the same in 
both ; only, with Anaxagoras, the original mass is no 
longer the primary substance, but a mixture of innu- 
merable seeds divided into infinitely small parts. 

This mass is infinite, like the air of Anaximenes, and 
it supports itself, since there is nothing surrounding it^® 
Further, the " seeds " of all things which it contains 
are infinite in number (fr. 1). But, as the innumerable 
seeds may be divided into those in which the portions 
of cold, moist, dense, and dark prevail, and those which 
have most of the warm, dry, rare, and light in them, we 
may say that the original mass was a mixture of infinite 
Air and of infinite Fire. The seeds of Air, of course, 
contain " portions " of the " things " that predominate in 
Fire, and vice verm ; but we regard everything as being 
that of which it has most in it. Lastly, there is no void 
in this mixture, an addition to the theory made necessary 
by the arguments of Parmenides. It is, however, worthy 
of note that Anaxagoras added an experimental proof of 
this to the purely dialectical one of the Eleatics. Aristotle, 
indeed, laughs at his torturing of bladders and shutting 
up of air in water-clocks, and quite correctly observes 
that these experiments proved no more than that air was 
something, a corporeal substance.*^ But this was really 
very much to the point; for, as has been noted more than 
once, what Aristotle called Air, had been regularly 
identified with empty space until the days of Empedokles 
and Anaxagoras.^ 

108. Like Empedokles, Anaxagoras required some Nous. 



w Arist. Phys, r, 6. 2056, 1 (R. P. 122c). 
*♦ Phys, Z, 6. 213a, 22 (R. P. 126). 
" Chap. II. § 42. 
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external cause to produce motion in the mixture. Body, 
Parmenides had shown, would never move itself, as the 
Milesians had supposed. This external cause Anaxagoras 
called by the name of Nous. It was this which made 
Aristotle say that he " stood out like a sober man from 
the random talkers that had preceded him," ^ and he has 
accordingly been generally credited with the introduction 
of the suprasensible into philosophy. The disappoint- 
ment expressed both by Plato and Aristotle as to the 
way in which Anaxagoras worked out the theory should, 
however, -make us pause to reflect before accepting a too 
exalted view of it. Plato ® makes Sokrates say : " I once 
heard a man reading a book, as he said, of Anaxagoras', 
and saying that it was Mind that ordered the world and 
was the cause of all things. I was delighted to hear of 
this cause, and I thought that he really was right. . . . 
But my extravagant expectations were all dashed to the 
ground when I went on and found that the man made no 
use of Mind at all. He ascribed no causal power what- 
ever to it in the ordering of things, but to airs, and 
aethers, and waters, and a host of other strange things." 
Aristotle says:^ "Anaxagoras uses Mind as a detis ex 
machina to account for the formation of the world ; and 
whenever he is at a loss to explain why anything neces- 
sarily is, he drags it in. But in other cases he makes 
anything rather than Mind the cause." These utterances 
may well suggest a prima facie suspicion that the Nous 
of Anaxagoras did not really stand on a very much higher 
level than the Love and Strife of Empedokles, a sus- 
picion which will only be confirmed when we look at 
what he himself has to say on the point. 

•• Met. A, 3. 9846, 8 sqq. (R. P. 121). 

« Phaid, 97 B (R. P. 123rf). •* Met. A, 4. 985a, 18 (R. P. 123</). 
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In the first place, Nous is unmixed (fr. 8), and does 
not, like other things, contain a portion of everything. 
This would hardly be worth saying of an immaterial 
mind ; no one would suppose that to be hot or cold. 
The result of its being unmixed is that it " has power 
over" everything, that is to say, in the language of 
Anaxagoras, it causes things to move.^ Herakleitos 
had said as much of Fire, and Empedokles of Strife.** 
Further, it is the " thinnest " of all things, so that it can 
penetrate everywhere, and it would be meaningless to 
say that the immaterial is '' thinner " than the material. 
It is true that Nous also "knows all things"; but so, 
perhaps, did the Fire of Herakleitos,*^ and certainly the 
Air of Diogenes.® Zeller holds, indeed, that Anaxagoras 
meant to speak of something incorporeal ; but he fully 
admits that he did not succeed in doing so,® and this 
is historically the important point Nous is certainly 
imagined as occupying space ; for we hear of greater and 
smaller parts of it (fr. 8). 

The truth probably is that Anaxagoras substituted 
Nous, still conceived as a body, for the Love and Strife 
of Empedokles simply because he wished to retain the 
old Ionic doctrine of a substance that "knows" all 
things, and to identify this with the new theory of a 
substance that " moves " all things. Perhaps, too, it was 
his increased interest in physiological as distinguished 
from purely cosmological matters that led him to speak 

^ The word »p*viu9 does not really mean anything more than the old 
»vfitff»9 ; cf. Arist. Phya. e, 5. 2566, 24. The interpretation given in De 
An, r, 4. 429a, 18, is unhistorical. 

•• Chap. III. § 56 ; Chap. V. § 85. 

•^ Fr. 1, Byw., if we retain the MS. ii)iv«i. In any case, the phrase 
Ti r«^«» implies this view. 

« Fr. 3, 4, Schorn (R. P. 162, 163). 

• Zeller, p. 888. 
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of Mind rather than soul. The former word ceilainly 
suggests design more clearly than the latter. But, in 
any case, the originality of Anaxagoras lies far more in 
the theory of matter than in that of Nous. 
Formation of 109. The formation of a world starts with a rotatory 

the worlds. . i . i ^^ . . <* i • i 

motion which Nous imparts to a portion of the mixed 
mass in which " all things are together " (fr. 7), and this 
rotatory motion gradually extends over a wider and wider 
space. Its rapidity (fr. 2) produced a separation of the 
rare and the dense, the cold and the hot, the dark and the 
light, the moist and the dry (fr. 6). Tjiese are not, of 
course, the primary opposites called by this name, but 
" seeds " of things in which one or other of the opposites 
predominates. This separation produces two great masses, 
the one consisting of the rare, hot, light, and dry, called 
the " iEther " ; ^^ the other, in which the opposite quali- 
ties predominate, called "Air" (fr. 1). Of these the 
JEther or Fire took the outside while the Air occupied 
the centre (fr. 8), according to the invariable view of all 
cosmologists since Anaximander. 

The next stage is the separation of the air into clouds, 
water, earth, and stones (fr. 9). In this Anaxagoras 
follows Anaximenes closely. In his account of the origin 
of the heavenly bodies, however, he showed himself much 
more original We read at the end of fr. 9 that stones 
" rush outwards more than other things," and we leani 
from the doxographers that the heavenly bodies were 
explained as stones torn from the earth by the rapidity 
of its revolution and made red-hot by the speed of their 

^ Note that Anaxagoras uses ''air" where Empedokles had said 
"rcther" (§ 85). "^ther" uith Anaxagoras is equivalent to Fire ; cf. 
Arist. De CcbIo, r, 3. 3026, 4 (R. P. 1246), and ib. A, 8. 2716, 24 : A.. 
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own niotionJ^ Perhaps the fall of the meteoric stone at 
Aigospotamoi had something to do with the origin of this 
theory. It may also be observed that, while in the 
earlier stages of the world-formation we are guided chiefly 
by the analog}' of water rotating with light and heavy 
bodies floating in it, we are here reminded rather of a sling. 

110. That Anaxagoras adopted the ordinary Ionian innumerable 
theory of innumerable worlds is perfectly clear from fr. 3 

and 10, which we have no right to separate from each 
other.^* The last words of fr. 10, in particular, prove 
clearly that Nous has caused a rotatory movement in 
more parts of the boundless mixture than one. The 
passage of Actios, upon which we relied with regard to 
Anaximander, certainly includes Anaxagoras among those 
who held there was only one world ; but this testimony 
cannot be considered of the same weight as that of the 
fragments.^' Zeller's reference of fr. 10 to the moon is 
very improbable. Is it likely that any one would say 
that the inhabitants of the moon " have a sun and moon 
as with us " ? ^* 

111. The cosmology of Anaxagoras is clearly based Cosmology, 
upon that of Anaximenes, as will be obvious from a com- 
parison of the following passage of Hippolytos ^^ with the 
quotations given in Chap. I. (§ 28): — 

(3.) The earth is flat in shape, and remains suspended because 
of its size and because there is no vacuum.''^ For this reasou 

^ Aet iL 13. 3 {Dox. p. 341) ; R. P. 124e. 

^ See above, n. 40. 

^ Aet. ii. 1. 3. See above, Chap. II. n. 80. 

^* Further, it can be proved that the passage occurred quite near the 
beginning of the work, long before anything can have been said about the 
moon. Fr. 8 came "shortly after" fr. 2, which came "shortly after" 
fr. 1, which was the beginning of the book. See above, notes 87, 38, 39. 

" Rff. i. 8. 8 sqq. (Dox. p. 662). 

'" The second reason, viz. that there is no vacuum, is doubtless an 
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the air is very stroug, and supports the earth which is borne up 
by it 

(4.) Of the moisture on the surface of the earth, the sea arose 
from the waters in the earth, . . . and from the rivers which 
flow into it.''^ 

(5.) Rivers take their being both from the rains and from the 
waters in the earth ; for the earth is hollow, and has waters in 
its cavities. And the Nile rises in summer owing to the water 
that comes down from the snows in Ethiopia,^® 

(6.) The sun and the moon and all the stars are fiery stones 
ignited^* by the rotation of the aether. Under the stars are 
the sun and moon, and also certain bodies which revolve witli 
them, but are invisible to us. 

(7.) We do not feel the heat of the stars because of the great- 
ness of their distance from the earth ; and, further, they are not 
so warm as the sun, because they occupy a colder region. Tlie 
moon is below the sun, and nearer us. 

(8.) The sun surpasses the Peloponnesos in size. The moon 
has not a light of her own, but gets it from the sun. The 
course of the stars goes under the earth. 

(9.) The moon is eclipsed by the earth screening the sun's 
light from it, and sometimes, too, by the bodies below the moon 
coming before it. The sun is eclipsed at the new moon, when 
the moon screens it from us. Both the sun and the moon turn 
in their courses owing to the repulsion of the air. The moon 
turns frequently, because it cannot prevail over the cold. 

(10.) Anaxagoras was the first to determine what concerns the 
eclipses and the illumination of the sun and moon. And he said 
the moon was of earth, and had plains and ravines in it. The 
Milky Way was the reflexion of the light of the stars that were 
not illuminated by the sun. Shooting stars were sparks, as it 
were, which leapt out owing to the motion of the heavenly 
vault. 



addition made by An. to the old theory. The Eleatic discovery is here 
pressed into the service of Milesian views. 

^The text here is very corrupt, but we may gather the doctrine of 
Anaxagoras from other sources, t.g, Aet. iii. 16. 2. 

^ Reading \Uf9i*§7s for Afurts from Diod. i. 38 and Aet iv. 1. 8. 

^ Reading ifA^'ufi^ivrms with Usener. 
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(11.) Winds arose when the air was rarefied by the sun, and 
when things were burned and made their way to the vault of 
heaven and were carried off. Thunder and lightning were pro- 
duced by heat striking upon clouds. 

(12.) Earthquakes were caused by the air above striking on 
that beneath the earth ; for the movement of the latter caused 
the earth which floats on it to rock. 

All this confirms in the most striking way the state- 
ment of Theophrastos, that Anaxagoras had belonged to 
the school of Anaximenes. The flat earth floating on the 
air, the dark bodies below the moon, the explanation of 
the solstices and the annual course of the sun and moon 
by the resistance of air, the explanations given of wind 
and of thunder and lightning, are all derived from the 
earlier inquirer.** 

112. "There is a portion of everything in everything Biology, 
except Nous, and there are some things in which there 
is Nous also " (fr. 5). In these words Anaxagoras laid 
down the distinction between animate and inanimate 
things. He tells us that it is the same Nous which *' has 
power over," that is, sets in motion, all things that have 
life, both the greater and the smaller (fr. 6). There is 
nothing new in this; since the time of Anaximenes it 
had been the current doctrine (§ 27). The Nous in 
living creatures is the same in all (fr. 6), and from this 
it followed that the different grades of intelligence which 
we observe in the animal and vegetable worlds depend 
entirely on the structure of the body. The Nous was the 
same, but it had more opportunities in one body than 
another. Man was the wisest of animals, not because 
he had a better sort of Nous, but simply because he had 
hands.®^ This view is quite in accordance with the 

"> See above, Chap. I. § 28. 

" Arist. Part. An. A, 10. 687a, 7 (R. P. 1276). 
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previous development of thought upon the subject. Par- 
menides, in the second part of his poem (v. 146 sqq.), 
had already made the thought of men depend entirely 
upon the constitution of their limbs. 

As all Nous is the same, we are not surprised to find 
that plants were regarded as living creatures. If we 
may trust the pseudo- Aristotelian Treatise on PlarUs^ 
so far, Anaxagoras argued that they must feel pleasure 
and pain in connexion with their growth and with the 
fall of their leaves. Plutarch says ^ that he called plants 
'' animals fixed in the earth." 

Both plants and animals originated in the first 
instance from the 'irava'trepfiia. Plants first arose when 
the seeds of them which the air contained were brought 
down by the rain-water,^ and animals originated in a 
similar way.^ Like Anaximander, Anaxagoras held 
that animals first arose in the moist element^ 
Perception 113. In thesc Scanty notices, we seem to see traces 

of a polemical attitude towards Empedokles, and the 
same may be observed in what we are told of the 
theory of perception adopted by Anaxagoms. The 
account which Theophrastos gives of this^ is as 
follows : — 

(27.) But Anaxagoras says that perception is produced by 
opposites; for like things cannot be affected by like. He 
attempts to give a detailed enumeration of the particular 
senses. We see by means of the image in the pupil ; but no 
image is cast upon what is of the same colour, but only ou 
what is different. With most living creatures things are of a 

M A, 1. 815a, 15 (R. P. 127 D). » Q. Nat. 1 (R. P. 127 C). 

w Theophr. ffutt. Plant, iii. 1. 4 (R. P. 127 A). 
w Irenfleiis, adv. ffcer. ii. 14. 2 (R. P. 127a). 
w Hipp. Be/, i. 8. 12 (Doz. p. 563). 
«7 De Sens. 27 sqq. {Dox. p. 507). 
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different colour to the pupil by day, though with some this is 
so by night, and these are accordingly keen-sighted at that 
time. Speaking generally, however, night is more of the same 
colour with the eyes than day. And an image is cast on the 
pupil by day, because light is a concomitant cause of the image, 
and because the prevailing colour casts an image more readily 
upon its opposite. 

(28.) It is in the same way that touch and taste discern their 
objects. That which is just as warm or just as cold as we ave 
neither warms us nor cools us by its contact ; and, in the same 
way, we do not apprehend the sweet and the sour by means of 
themselves. We know cold by warm, fresh by salt, and sweet by 
sour, in virtue of our deficiency in each ; for all these are in us 
to begin with. And we smell and hear in the same manner ; 
the former by means of the accompanying respiration, the latter 
by the sound penetrating to the brain, for the bone which 
surrounds this is hollow, and it is upon it that the sound falls. 

(29.) And all sensation implies pain, a view which would 
seem to be the consequence of the first assumption, for all 
unlike things produce pain by their contact. And this pain is 
made perceptible by the long continuance or by the excess of a 
sensation. Brilliant colours and excessive noises produce pain, 
and we cannot dwell long on the same things. The larger 
animals are the more sensitive, and, generally, sensation is 
proportionate to the size of the organs of sense. Those animals 
which have large, pure and bright eyes see large objects and 
from a great distance, and contrariwise. 

(30.) And it is the same with hearing. Large animals can 
hear great and distant sounds, while less sounds pass un- 
perceived; small animals perceive small sounds and those 
near at hand. It is the same too with smell. Rarefied 
air has more smell; for, when air is heated and rarefied, 
it smells. A large animal when it breathes draws in the 
condensed air along with the rarefied, while a small one 
draws in the rarefied by itself; so the large one perceives 
more. For smeU is better perceived when it is near than 
when it is far by reason of its being more condensed, while 
when dispersed it is weak. But, roughly speaking, large 
animals do not perceive a rarefied smell, nor small animals a 
condensed one. 
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This theory marks a notable advance upon that of 
Enipedokles, and it was a happy thought of Anaxagoras 
to make sensation depend upon irritation by opposites, 
and to connect it with pain. Many modem theories are 
based upon a similar idea. 

That Anaxagoras regarded the senses as incapable of 
reaching the truth of things, is shown by the fragments 
preserved by Sextus. But we must not, for all that, 
turn him into a skeptic. The saying preserved by 
Aristotle ^ that " things are as we suppose them to be," 
has no value at all as evidence. It comes from some 
collection of apophthegms, not from the treatise of 
Anaxagoras himself; and it had, as likely as not, a 
moral application. What we may probably gather from 
Sextus is that he said ''the weakness of our senses 
pi^events our discerning the truth." ®^ This meant 
simply, as the example given shows, that we do not see 
the " portions " of everything which are in everything, 
for instance the portions of black which are in the 
white. Our senses simply show us the portions that 
prevail (fr. 6). 

« Met. A, 6. 10096, 25 (R. P. 128a). 

* Math, vii. 90 (R. P. 128). That the fragment quoted is genuine, is 
rendered probable hj the Ionic m.^mvf§rnr»t. 



CHAPTER VII. 



THE PYTHAGOREANS. 



1 14. We saw above (§ 36) how the Pythagoreans, after The Pytha- 

. . "111.. gorean School. 

losing their supremacy in Kroton and the other cities of 
southern Italy, first concentrated themselves at Rhegion. 
It may have been here that the foundations of what is 
called the Pythagorean philosophy were laid. On the 
breaking up of the school at Ehegion, Archytas, we are 
told, stayed behind in Italy, while Philolaos and Lysis, 
the latter of whom had escaped when a young man from 
the massacre at Kroton (§ 36), betook themselves to 
Hellas, settling finally at Thebes. It would seem that 
Archytas carried on the political traditions of the Order 
in his native city of Taras, though it is unlikely that he 
kept up the superstitions on which its power was 
originally based. He appears simply as a gifted general 
and statesman. According to Aristoxeuos, he was never 
beaten in the field.^ Besides this he was a scientific 
man, and to him is ascribed the discovery of mathe- 
matical mechanics.^ As to Philolaos, we know from 
Plato ^ that he was at Thebes some time during the last 

* D. L. viii. 79 (R. P. 50 B, d). The main facts about Archytas rest 
upon the authority of Aristoxenos ; but unfortunately he has got mixed 
up with the romance which passes for Plato's life. 

« D. L. viii. 83 (R. P. 50 B). 

» Phaid, 61 D (R. P. 60a). He was *' heard " by Simmias and Kebes, 

who were present at the death of Sokrates in 399 B.C. 

801 
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quarter of the fifth century, B.C. Lysis was later on the 
teacher of Epameinondas.^ The last generation of the 
school is represented by the friends of Aristoxenos.* 
Pythagorean 115. Every One now admits that such things as the 
Golden Verses * and the treatises that go by the names of 
Ocellus Lucanus ^ and Timaios Lokros ® are late forgeries. 
As to the alleged fragments of Archytas, too, there is 
now a pretty general agreement® But, as it is still 
widely believed that the remains of Philolaos are 
authentic, a more careful examination of the evidence 
becomes needful. 

The earliest express mention of the work from which 
these fragments come is that of Demetrios Magnes, who 
wrote in the first century B.c. He had undoubtedly 
seen the book, for he quotes a few words from the 
beginning of it.^^ All previous references are of a very 
peculiar character, as has been well shown by Mr. 
Bywater.^^ Herraippos, the pupil of Kallimachos, said 
that he had read in "some writer" that Plato had 

* Iambi, r. Pyth, 250 (after Ariatoxenos) ; R. P. 496. Cf. Dioil. x. 11. 
2 ; Neanthes, fr. 18 (F. H. G. iii. 5). 

* D. L. viii. 15 (R. P. 51). 

* All attempt has, liifleed, been made by v. Wilamowitz-Mollendorff to 
show that the Golden Verses belong to an early date, but it must 
cei-tainly be pronounced a failui-e. See Diels, Arch. iii. p. 458. 

^ The fragments are given F. P. G. i. 383. 

* This is a mere extract from Plato's Timaios done into Doric It is 
generally printed in editions of Plato's works. 

* The fragments are given in F. P. G. i. — See the literature referred 
to R. P. 50d. 

" D. L. viii. 85 (R, P. 526). The quotation do^s not quite agi*ee 
with any of the fragments given by Stobaios, but it is of similar 
character. 

" On the Fragments attribtUed to Philolaus the PythoAjorean {Jotirn. 
of Phil. i. p. 21 sqq.). The genuineneas of the fragments was 
maintained by Boeckh {Philolaos des Pythagoreer's Lehren ttebift den 
BruchHtlicken seines Werkes, 1819), and impugned by Val. Rose {Comm. 
de Arist. libr. ord. et atict. 1854), who regarded tliem as a com- 
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bought the work from the relatives of Philolaos in Sicily, 
and had copied his Timaios out of it^ Satyros, the 
pupil of Aristarchos, is equally vague. According to 
him, Plato bought from Philolaos " three Pythagorean 
books," which are not actually said to have been by 
Philolaos himself.^* Still earlier, Timon of Phlious says 
simply that Plato bought " a little book for a great sum," 
and learnt "to write Timaios" out of it^* There are 
other references to this story, but they are equally 
indefinite and inconsistent.^^ Every one has heard of 
the book, but no one has seen it ; and, the further back 
we go, the less is known about it. As Mr. Bywater 
says,^^ the history of the work ascribed to Philolaos before 
the time of Demetrios Magnes " reads like the history, 
not so much of a book, as of a literary ignis fatwus 
floating before the eyes of imaginative writers." If such 
a book had ever existed, surely Aristotle would have 
mentioned the views of Philolaos somewhere. ^^ Further, 
even if there was such a book, it cannot have been the 
same as that from which our fragments come ; for that 
has no special affinities with the Timaios, but rather, if 
anything, with the Philehos, 

Mr. Bywater has not discussed the origin of this 

paratively early forgery, and C, SchaarBchmidt {Die anffcbiiche. Schrift- 
stellerei des Philolaus, 1864), who relegated them to the firat 
century B.C. 

" D. L. viii. 7. Note tlie vagueness of the expre-ssion nva rUf 

"D. L. iii. 11. 

»* Ap. Gell. iii. 17 (R. P. 50a). 

» See D. L. viii. 4. 7. 

^'^ Loc. cit, p. 29. Mr. Bywater compares tlie supposed book to the 
notorious De tribus impastorihus, 

^^ His very name occurs once only in the Aristotelian corpus, viz. Eth. 
EiuL B, 8. 1225a, 33, where what we are told seems to be an apophthegm 
of the usual unauthentic type. 
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phantom treatise ; but to nie it seems possible that Aris- 
toxenos was the person in whose fertile brain it first 
arose. He was always on the outlook for an opportunity 
to damage Sokrates and Plato, and it is to him we owe 
the astounding piece of information that the RepuUk 
was copied from a book by Protagoras.^ The story 
about the origin of the Timmos certainly sounds like 
a companion statement to this. 

We have now to consider the work from which the 
actually existing fragments are taken. This certainly 
existed in the first century B.C., when Demetrios Magnes 
saw it. It was in three books, and Proclus refers to it 
by the title of Bakcluxi}^ Boeckh accepted all the frag- 
ments which Stobaios had extracted from it, but no one 
will now go so far as this. The lengthy extract from the 
part of the work, entitled The Sotd, is given up even by 
Zeller, who maintains the genuineness of the rest^ To 
begin with, it is written in a dialect which may best be 
described as Cockney Doric, that is to say, Attic of the 
decadence tricked out with long alphas and oviegas. It 
even contains terms which we know to have been in- 
vented by Aristotle and Plato,^^ so we need not further 
discuss it. But the other fragments are more important; 
for, as has been mentioned, Zeller still regards them as 
authentic. It will be admitted that this view is not 
prima facie probable ; for there is no external evidence 
to show that they are derived from a different source ; it 
would seem reasonable, then, to accept all or reject all, 
unless the internal evidence were simply overwhelming. 

" Ap. D. L. iii. 25. " Boeckh, op. cit. p. 24. 

^ The passage is given, R. P. 57, and is discussed by Mr. By water, op, 
cif. p. 39 sqq. Cf. Zeller, 261, n. 3 (I^ng. trans. 314, n. 2). 

^ For instance : r«v «^;^«» ta; Mifaifi$s »«< pttrafitXaf, Iti^ytiaf iili0f ftSf 
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This, however, it is as far as possible from being. What- 
ever the system expounded in the fragments may be, it 
is assuredly not that which Aristotle attributes to the 
Pythagoreans ; on the contrary, it is, as was mentioned 
above, much more like the theory of Plato's Philebos, 
And it is hardly correct to say that there are no traces 
in these fragments of later language and thought ; there 
are really a considerable number.^ But the most con- 
vincing proof of late origin is the simple experiment of 
stripping off the Doric forms. We find then that what 
we have left is nothing else than the philosophic prose 
invented by Aristotle. 

116. It will now be clear that our only chance of The problem, 
discovering what Pythagoreanism really was will depend 
upon the use of other sources than the supposed frag- 
ments of Philolaos. These sources are, however, of very 
different value. Zeller has done much to clear the way 
for an intelligible account of the Pythagorean philosophy 
by stripping it of the more recent accretions which have 
attached themselves to it. These are mainly of tw^o 
kinds. We have, first of all, the Platonic elements which 
forced their way into the system at the time when the 
Academy under Speusippos was drawing closer and closer 
to the Pythagoreans. The opposition of the " monad " 
and the " indeterminate dyad " belongs to this class.^ 

^ For instance «^;t«, in the Aristotelian sense, fr. 4 (R. P. 56), «7Ji«, 
fr. 3 (R. P. 63), the five Platonic elements, fr. 20 (R. P. 67a). For 
more, see Mr. Bywater, op. cit. We may note also that the numbers are 
not said to be things in the way Aristotle describes. We hear of an un- 
knowable underlying irrw (R. P. 56), which is simply the Aristotelian 
fc^Ai}. Things merely have number, and this makes them knowable, 
hardly an early idea or possible before the rise of quantitative science. 
In any case, the unknowable substance of fr. 4 cannot be the same as the 
numbers, which are pre-eminently knowable (fr. 3). 

^ Zeller, p. 330 sqq. (Eng. trans, p. 386 sqq., where in 1. 12 read "the 
odd and the even" for "the crooked and the straight*'). Aristotle saya 

20 
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Secondly, we have the fantastic theology of the Neopy- 
thagoreans, where the opposition of the Limit and the 
Unlimited appears as one between God and Matter.^ It 
remains to be seen, however, whether we are not entitled 
to go rather farther in this direction than Zeller himself 
has done. The system, even as he describes it, seems 
too remote from the rest of the early philosophy. In the 
words of a recent writer, " the pre-Sokratic philosophy is 
like a dialogue which the Pythagoreans interrupt without 
knowing what is the subject under discussion." ^ 
The Numben. 117. As is well known, the fundamental doctrine of 
the Pythagoreans was that things are Numbers, This has 
led many to speak of their philosophy as holding a middle 
place between the purely physical systems of the lonians 
and the metaphysical theories of the Eleatics. We have 
seen already (Chap. IV.) that the Eleatics intended their 
system to be a physical one just as much as the lonians 
did ; we have now to show that Fy thagoreanism too was, 
like all early Greek philosophy, an attempt to explain 
the sensible world from a sensible origin, and not an 
idealistic, or even a semi-idealistic hypothesis. Aristotle 
has been at the pains to warn us against this very mis- 
conception. He tells us that, " though the Pythagoreans 
made use of less obvious first principles and elements 
than the rest, seeing they did not derive these from 

distinctly Met, A, 6. 9876, 25) that ''to set up a dyad instead of the 
Unlimited regarded as one, and to make the Unlimited consist of the 
Great and Small, is distinctive of Plato." (R. P. 60a.) Zeller surely 
makes an unnecessary concession with regard to this passage (Zeller, p. 
339, n. 1; Eng. trans, p. 396, n. 1). 

^ Zeller, p. 340 sqq. (Eng. trans, p. 397 sqq.). 

*• Joel, Zur Oe8ch. der Zahlprinzipien in der Or. Phil {Zschr. /. Phil. 
N. F. 97, p. 184). The best account of Pythagoreanism known to me is 
that of Baumker, Dcu Problem der Mat^rie, p. 33 sqq. I have made 
free use of this. 
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sensible objects/' their discussions were nevertheless con- 
cerned with nature alone. They described the origin of 
the heavens, and observed its parts and phenomena, 
'* agreeing, apparently, with the other cosmologists in 
holding that reality is just what can be perceived by 
the senses, and is contained within the compass of the 
heavens." ^ It is clear from the way in which Aristotle 
goes on to speak of this in the same passage that he was 
very much puzzled by it. Though they confined them- 
selves to the sensible, the first causes which they assumed 
were quite adequate to explain realities of a higher kind, 
and were even more applicable to these than to natural 
phenomena.^^ And certainly if the Pythagoreans had 
meant by " numbers " what Aristotle himself meant, his 
surprise would be sufficiently justified ; but wo must not 
assume, without proof, that they did mean this. It is 
prima facie unlikely that the idea of abstract numbers 
existed at all at this date ; and it is still more unlikely 
that, if it did, the Pythagoreans should have been so com- 
pletely emancipated from the naive realism of their times 
as to assert that the world was made of abstractions. 

118. Let us look at this last point more cIosely.lThe Numbers 

[not abstract. 

According to Aristotle,^ the Pythagoreans held that the! 
elements of number were the elements of things, and, 
therefore,. that things were numbers. To us, accustomed 
as we are from childhood to the multiplication table, such 
an assertion seems simply meaningless. We are so 
familiar with the idea of counting without counting 

'^ Met, A, 8. 9896, 29 sqq. (R. P. 76a). I read Ur««>«rc^«if for l%r§Tm- 
Ttfttf with Alexander and Bonitz. Cf. also N, 3. 1091a, 18 : ifffi»9rt§ywi 

^ Met. ib. 990O, 5. 

^ Met A, 5. 986a, 1. Note that a little lower down he refere the 
numbers to the material cause (986a, 16). 



} 
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anything, that it is only by an effort we can realise what 
a very abstract process this is.^ It is certain, however, 
that^ natural as it may be to us to speak of numbers as 
things that can exist by themselves, it was long before 
inen learnt to think of a number, except as a number of 
something. 

Our suspicion that the Pythagorean numbers were 
not what we should call by that name, that is to say, 
abstract numbers, is abundantly confirmed by Aristotle. 
They were, he tells us, intended to be mathematical 
numbers, but they were not " separated from the objects 
of sense."** They could not really be mathematical 
numbers, since bodies were made up of them.*^ Lastly, 
there is no doubt that the Pythagoreans said that the 
real world was made of numbers.^ 

This explains another of Aristotle's statements. The 
Pythagoreans are several times classed with Plato as 
holding that the elements of numbers have an independent 
reality of their own, and are not mere predicates of some- 
thing else.^ At first sight this might seem to be a con- 

* Even in this case it is, no doubt, truer to say that we count the places 
in the numerical series, which represent in an abstract form all possible 
contents. See Bosauquet, Logic, i. p. 167. 

» Met. M, 6. 10806, 16; N, 3. 1090o, 20. 

^ ** That bodies should be composed of numbers, and that that number 
should be mathematical, is impossible," Met. M, 8. 10836, 11. ''By 
making natural bodies out of numbers, things that have lightness and 
weight out of what has neither weight nor lightness, they appear to be 
talking of another world {•itfatet) &nd other bodies, not of those that are 
objects of sease," ib. N, 3. 1090a, 32. 

^ "There is no other number but that of which the world is composed." 
Met. A, 8. 9896, 21. "They construct the whole heavens oat of num- 
bers," ih. M, 6. 10806, 18; De Ccelo, F, 1. 300a, 15. "The whole 
heavens are a harmony and a number," Met. A, 6. 986a, 2. 

^ "They did not think that the limit and the unlimited and the one 
were certain other substances (^i/'mj), as Fire or Water, or something 
else of that nature ; but that the unlimited itself and the one itself 
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ti-adiction of Aristotle's other assertion that the numbers 
were not separated from the objects of sense; and 
certainly, if he did not go on to point out the difference 
between the Pythagoreans and Plato, it would be so. 
He is, however, very careful to mark this difference. 
l*lato agreed with the Pythagoreans, he says,^ in holding 
that unity, for instance, was a reality ; but he differed 
from them in believing that it was separable from the 
objects of sense. In short, we may say that, whereas 
the Pythagoreans maintained that numbers were realities 
becau&e they had not yet learnt to distinguish them from 
that of which they were numbers, Plato, who did so dis- 
tinguish them, could yet affirm their reality because he 
held there were other kinds of reality than that of 
sensible objects. 

119. What, then, are these numbers which can be The eiemenu 

of number. 

SO easily identified with things ? We shall be better (a) Limit and 
able to answer this question if we consider, first, the 
" elements of number," which, as Aristotle tells us, were 
the same as the elements of things. These were the Odd 
and the Even, identified with the Limit and the Un- 
limited respectively. Now Aristotle clearly indicates 
that the Unlimited of the Pythagoreans differed from 
that of Plato in being spatial. His ai-gument against 
it in the Physics is based entirely on this assumption. 
If, he says, the Unlimited is itself a reality, and not 
merely the predicate of some other reality, every part of 

were the real essence of the things of which they are predicated, and 
that is why they said that number was the real essence of everything," 
Met, A, 6. 987a, 19. "Some, like the Pythagoreans and Plato, make 
the unlimited in itself a reality, not as an attribute of something else," 
Phys. r, 1. 203a, 4. 

** ** Plato makes the numbers something beside the objects of i^r- 
ception, while they say the numbers are the things themselves," Met. A, 
6, 9876, 27, and often. 
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it must be unlimited also, just as every part of air is air.** 
The same is implied in the statements that the Unlimited 
extends outside the heavens, and that, in the formation 
of the world, the Unlimited was limited by the central 
Fire (§ 125). The Pythagorean Unlimited is, in fact, 
the res extensa ; it is an early attempt to conceive Space 
in a realistic way, and not merely as the place of body. 
Being an early attempt, it was not very successful ; and, 
if the Pythagoreans did not make the Unlimited a mere 
predicate of Air like Anaximenes (§§ 24-26). they fell 
into the opposite extreme of simply identifying it with 
Air and the Void. So, at least, we are told by Aristotle, 
though there is no trace of this in the supposed fragments 
of Philolaos.*® 

The Limit must, of course, be strictly correlative to 
the Unlimited. It will then be a spatial limit, and not 
an ideal one. 

The element! 120. This distinction between the Limit and the 
(6) The Odd Unlimited was held by the Pythagoreans to be identical 
with that between Odd and Even. The reasons which 
have been assigned for this identification, which does 
not seem to be of much importance to the system, are 
contradictory and in part unintelligible.*^ If, however, 
we keep closely to our only trustworthy authority, 
Aristotle, it will perhaps be possible to make out what 

^ Phy8, r, 4. 204a, 20 sqq. Aristotle nowhere objects to the unlimited 
of Plato on grounds of this sort. 

*" *'The Pythagoreans say that there is empty space, and that it enters 
into the world {••jfmm\ which is regarded as breathing, from the infinite 
breath outside," Phys. A, 6. 2136, 23 (R. P. 63c). In *'Philolao8," 
however, air is one of the five elements (fr. 20, R. P. 67 A). This space 
or air 'lufP^u rkt ^vVur, t.e. keeps substances apart, gives them extension. 

^ The conmientators usiuilly say that even numbers were called un- 
limited because they could be halved indefinitely, which, as Simplicius 
points out in Phys, p. 455, 20 D., is not the case. 
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was meant In the Physics yre are told, according to the 
most probable interpretation, that it is the inclusion of 
the even in things that gives rise to unlimitedness ; in 
proof of which it is pointed out that the gnonwn, which, 
added to a square produces another square, must itself 
consist of an odd number of squares. 
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If three squares, b, c, d, are added to the square a, we 
get a square ; and so, too, if five squares, e, f, g, h, i, are 
added to that. Or, expressing the same thing arith- 
metically, we may say it is a property of every odd 
number that, if added to the number which occupies the 
same place in the numerical series as it itself does in the 
series of odd numbers, the result is a square number. 
Thus : — 

3 + 12=22 

5 + 22=32 

7 + 32 = 42 
and 2n— l+(n— l)2 = n2 

The addition of even numbers would yield, on the 
contrary, what the Pythagoreans called an oblong 
number.^ The artificial character of all this shows 

* Phys. r, 4. 203a, 10 : »«J §S ^i» r# &TUf9 i7»iu r# I^<#r« rtvr§ ykf 
iF«^«X«^/3«»«/ic»«v xmi u^i t§u ^ifirrtu ^tfOitifitvn Tmf'tx^* ^^t *C' *^' 
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^ 

that it does not belong to tbe groundwork of the 
system. 
Thenumben 121. We Can now retum to the consideration of what 
the numbers made up of the elements Limit and the 
Unlimited, Odd and Even, really are. We are told that 
these elements are brought together in a Harmony, and 
produce the Even-Odd identified by Aristotle with the 
One,*^ which partakes in the nature of both. The One 
or unit, then, is the Unlimited once limited ; and, as the 
Unlimited is space, we see that the Pythagoreans, when 
they spoke of the One, meant a point. In the same way, 
the number two means a line, three a plane, four and all 
higher numbers, the series of regular polyJudra, The 
theory that things are numbers, then, comes simply to 
this, that things are built up of geometrical figures, that 
they are portions of space limited in a variety of ways.*® 
This explanation is not accepted by Zeller, and we 
must therefore consider briefly the objections which he 
urges against it. His first point is that the undeniably 
spatial character which the numbers have in the Pytha- 
gorean cosmolog}' is only one out of the many which 
they assume. The unit is not merely a point, but also 
the soul; two is not merely a line, but also opinion; 
time, as well as space, comes into the world from outside 
the heavens. It was only, in fact, in their cosmological 

li h. This was the reading both of Simplicius and Alexander ; but the 
words Ktu xtftt are very difficult. Simplicius, amplifying a suggestion of 
Alexander's, takes it to mean x^flis vn^fiUun rxfifiutri»ns (Phys. 157 D), 
i.e. as referring to the arithmetical as opposed to the geometrical con- 
struction. Is x^F*** concealed in it ? 

» Theo. Smyrn. p. 22, 5 Hiller (R. P. 63a). 

*^ See Arist. Met, H, 2. 10286, 15 (R. P. 64a). Aristotle is certainly 
right in what he says as to points, lines, and surfaces ; but it was a mis- 
take to call them limits. See § 124 and n. 45. 



THE PYTHAGOREANS. 313 

aspect that the numbers ivere regarded as spatial. Now, 
if the Pythagorean cosmology were only one part of the 
system among others, this would be a strong argument ; 
but Zeller has himself furnished the answer to it in his 
admirable proof *^ that the whole system, so far as it 
was philosophical at all, was purely cosmological. If 
the Pythagoreans really did call the soul a unit, it 
was merely a fancy. The categories with which they 
worked did not furnish them with the means of dis- 
tinguishing the soul from a point, and it would certainly 
never have occurred to them to imagine it as non-spatial. 
It was a *' harmony " of the Limit and the Unlimited like 
everything else. 

Zellev*s next argument is drawn from what he calls 
the purely arithmetical character of the theory ; but this 
would be very hard to establish. Arithmetic, as distinct 
from geometry, can hardly be said to have existed at all 
at this date. In the time of Plato the properties of 
number were studied by means of geometrical construc- 
tions^ and even so late as Euclid this was still the case.^^ 
There is evidence enough that the Pythagoreans followed 
the same method ; why else should we hear of " square *' 
and "oblong" numbers, and why should 0(}d numbers 
have been called gnomons ? 

Lastly, Zeller urges that the Odd and the Even were 
the original elements of numbers, and that the Limit and 
the Unlimited were later additions to the theory. To 

*^ Zeller, p. 432 sqq. (£ng. trans, i p. 498 sqq.). 

^'See esp. Theait. 147 D sqq., and compare the method of Euclid, 
vii.-ix. The use of the zero was unknown in antiquity, and this made 
all modem arithmetical methods impossible. The value of position for 
purposes of calculation was an Indian invention. The rudimentary 
form of it represented by the (xbacua belonged to x#y/rTi»i», not to 
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this we may answer that it is far more probable that the 
limit and the Unlimited developed naturally from some 
such beginning as we find in the second pai*t of Par- 
menides (§ 77). They are ideas which the earlier course 
of Greek thought would suggest by itself, while the Odd 
and Even are only identified with them by a tour de force. 
But, after all, Zeller substantially agrees with the view 
we have adopted ; for he admits that the numbers are 
spatial in the Pythagorean cosmology, and he also holds 
that the cosmology was really the whole system. 
The numbers ^ 122. It is clcar that, if the world is to be regarded as 
apatiai figurei./built up of points, lines, and surfaces, these cannot be 
the abstractions which mathematicians call by these 
names. Modem geometers regard points, lines, and 
surfaces as limits; but, as we have seen, the Pytha- 
goreans thought they were a " Harmony " or compound 
of the Limit and the Unlimited. From this it follows 
that their points will have magnitude, their lines breadth, 
and their surfaces thickness. Or, what comes to the 
same thing, a modern geometer regards a line as having 
only one dimension ; the Pythagoreans identified it with 
the number two.^ Surely this is how we must under- 
stand what Aristotle tell us about Eurytos in the Meta- 
physics,^ In order to find the number of anything he 
used to set pebbles side by side in the shape of the thing 
and then count them. This was simply a graphic way of 
showing how many dimensions a thing had, taking a 
single pebble as one dimension. That Eurytos pushed 
this to absurd extremities, and tried to find the numbers 

*» Met. Z, 11. 10366, 12 (R. P. 65a). 

**M€t. N, 6. 10926, 10. Eurytos was a disciple of Philalaos (R. P. 
51a) ; yet this shows he held far more primitive views than those of 
the supposed fragments. 
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of men, animals, and vegetables by this process, may or 
may not be true. 

If a single pebble represents the unit, then the 
point must have magnitude. Aristotle says as plainly 
as possible that the Pythagoreans did regard the 
point in this way.** Zeller holds that this is a mere 
inference of Aristotle's; and Sitter, though he insists 
upon the spatial character of the numbers, agrees with 
Zeller in this. But we must not ignore the fact that 
the point is already a compound of the Limit and the 
Unlimited, that is, that it contains something of the res 
extensa. And it is quite easy to believe that, just as the 
Pythagoreans did not rise to the conception of abstract 
number, so they did not succeed in representing to them- 
selves abstract determinations of space. It is, indeed, 
the assumption that points have magnitude which makes 
the whole theory possible. Given points of this kind, 
lines can be constructed from them, surfaces from these 
lines, and bodies from these surfaces. It was, as we 
shall see (§ 132), against this assumption that the 
criticism of Zeno was directed. 

123. It was only natural that tbe Pythagoreans should other appU- 

, , . - ^ n • 4.' cations of the 

attempt to apply their theory of numbers to all existmg tjieory. 
things. The distinctitm between body and the incor- 
poreal was still unknown, and there seemed to be no 
reason why everything should not be made up of points 
just like the framework of the heavens. By far the 

^Met, M, 6. 10806, 19-20, 80-83; 8. 10836. 14-17; Dt Ccdo, r, 1 
(R. P. 64a), where it is said tliat the same objections apply to the 
construction of the world out of numbers as to the construction out of 
surfaces in Plato's Timaioa. Later writers, of course, speak as if the 
Pythagoreans had meant mathematical points without magnitude, and 
therefore identify a^Jfiif and vri^f. Cf. Alex, in 3fe/., Scfiol. Br. 551a 
(R. P. 64) ; Nikomachos, Inst, Ar. p. 84, 8 Hoche (R. P. 65). Ritter 
adopted practically the same view. 
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greater number of the statemeots which have come dowu 
to us on this subject are, however, mere fancies of later 
times ; only a few are guaranteed by the authority of 
Aristotla-^ Indeed, Aristotle specially notes that the 
Pythagoreans only gave numerical definitions of a few 
things, a statement which of itself is enough to dispense 
us altogether from considering the great bulk of the 
traditional definitions. The examples which he gives are 
Opportunity, Justice, and Marriage. All these certainly 
lend themselves easily enough to numerical definition. 
Justice was apparently defined as a square number. 
Opportunity was identified with the number Seven on 
various fanciful grounds derived from the importance of 
that number in human life. The second teeth come at 
the seventh year, puberty at the fourteenth, the beard at 
the twenty-first.*^ Besides, as Aristotle ironically adds, 
there are seven vowels, seven strings in the lyre, seven 
Pleiads, and Seven against Thebes ! ^ Marriage was the 
first harmony between the male (odd) and the female 
(even), that is to say, the number Five. To the same 
class of ideas belongs the celebrated table of opposites,** 
to which we must not attach too much importance, as is 
often done. 

Aristotle thinks it necessary to refute these ideas in a 
passage of the MdaphydcsJ^ which has hardly perhaps 

^ Met, M, 4. 10786, 21 (R. P. 66). The statements in Theof. Ariihm. 
^. 56 (R. P. 666), are destitute of authority. 

*^ For all this see Alex, in Met. p. 28, 24 Bonitz (R, P. 66c). 

« Met. N, 6. 1093a, 13 (R. P. ib.). 

« This table is given in Arist. Met. A, 5 (R. P. 65). 

^ Met. A, 8. 990a, 18 (R. P. 68e). I venture to think that Zeller, p. 
362, n. 1 (£ng. trans, p. 421, n. 1), has been prevented fi-om seeing the 
true force of this passage by his neglect of the spatial character of the 
numbers. I would translate thus : " For, seeing that, according to them, 
opinion and opportunity are in a given part of the world, and a little 
above or below these Injustice and Se|)aration and Mixture, in proof of 
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been correctly understood. The Pythagoreans held, he 
tells us, that in one part of the world Opinion prevailed, 
while a little above or below it were to be found Injustice 
or Separation or Mixture, each of which was, according 
to thera, a number. But in these very same regions -of 
the world were to be found bodies having magnitude 
which were also numbers. How can this be, since 
Justice has no magnitude ? Plato, indeed, got out of the 
difficulty by distinguishing ideal or intelligible from 
sensible or materialised numbers ; but the Pythagoreans 
made no such distinction, and therefore, according to 
Aristotle, they are forced to identify purely ideal things 
with magnitudes. 

So far Aristotle; and it must be confessed that 
these explanations of what are essentially object^ 
thought, and not of sense, in terms of geometrical con- 
struction, had been in any degree important to the 
system, it would be difficult to consider it seriously. 
They are surely, however, mere outworks, a mere sport of 
the analogical fancy, such as we often meet with, even in 

which they allege that each of these is a number {om. /ftir, A^) ; and, 
seeing that it is also the case (reading cvfiifimivif with Bonitz) that there is 
already in that given region a number of magnitudes made up of numbers 
(no need to insert rcZr* or 'r»0Ti) because (keeping the MS. J<«) these 
affections of number go along with each class of regions, — seeing that they 
hold these two things, the question arises whether the number which we 
are to underatand each one of these things (opinion, etc.) to be is the 
same (or/i. «vr«f, A^) as the number in the heavens {which makes up the 
material universe) or a different one." This interpretation has been 
suggested by that of Emminger ( Vors. Phil, n. 88), though I cannot see 
how he can render vx.n4»t rHv cwtcrafiX^mv ftiytiivy **eine Menge von 
zitsammentreffenden Begriffen." I cannot doubt that these f^uyiin ai-e 
the extended figures which, the Pythagoreans held, were composed (rt/viV- 
r«r«i) of the elements of Number, the Limited and the Unlimited, or, as 
Aristotle here calls them, the ^m^in of number, that is, the Odd and £ven. 
Zeller's view that ''celestial bodies" are meant is nearer the tnith, but 
the application is too narrow. Nor is it the number of those bodies which 
is in question, but their spatial dimensions, etc. See now Z^ p 391, n. 1, 
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recent^ systems. We must not allow a few stray caprices 
of this kind to hide from us the central doctrine of the 
Pythagoreans. 

Nor does the formula, that the Pythagoreans con- 
founded the symbol with the conception symbolised, seem 
historically adequate. It would be truer to say that the 
important p-nn^pp ^'nn nf " "y^^^T ^^^ not yet exist, and 
that the Pythagoreans, since they described the soul and 
a point in the same way, did not, scientifically speaking, 
see any difference between them. Of course they did not 
believe practically that their souls were points, but that 
makes no difference. Science lags behind common sense 
in some respects as much as it goes before it in others. 
For common sense is only wrong when it takes itself for 
knowledge ; it really contains, in an indistinct way, much 
that science has not yet assimilated. 
TheDecad 124. It was natural that the Pythagoreans should 

andTetmktyg. . . 

attribute a mysterious importance to the decimal system 
of counting. Aristotle expressly criticises them for 
looking on it as something essential to the nature of 
number as such. There is no perfect number, he says ; 
for only that is perfect which has nothing outside it, 
and number, being infinite, has always something out- 
side it.*^ 

The number Four, called the Tetraktys, was also 
regarded with peculiar veneration, no doubt because it 
was the number which first constituted solid bodies.** 

" Phys. r, 6. 2066, 32. Met. A, 5 (R. P. 54a). So, in Probl, 9106, 
24, the question is raised, why aU men count up to ten; and the Pytha- 
gorean view is mentioned only to be set aside for the simple explanation 
that men have ten fingers. A Thracian tribe is mentioned who counted 
only up to four. The Pythagorean view was that, after ten, the numbers 
were simply repeated. 

** R. P. 64a. This is the original Tttraktyn, and 1+2 + 8 + 4 = 10. 
The account given in the text seems the most probable explanation, though 
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These fancies, and others like them, seem to be somehow 
natural to the human mind. 

125. We have had occasion to mention before (§ 78)Tbeco8ino- 

loSTY 

that the Pythagoreans did not place the earth in the 
centre of the world. That was occupied by the gpnb'fll 
fi£§, which was apparently identified with the monad, the 
first harmony of the Limit and the Unlimited. Aristotle 
tells us ^ that, when the one was formed, the parts of the 
Unlimited nearest it were gradually drawn in and limited 
by it. A number of mythological names were given to 
this central fire ; such as Hestia, ** the watch - tower," 
" the castle," or " the throne " of Zeus. 

Eound the central fire revolve the spheres of the ten 
heavenly bodies, namely, the heaven of the fixed stars, 
the five planets, the sun, the moon, the earth, and the 
Antichihon, The " harmony of the spheres " was a 
natural inference from this." 

The earth rotates round the central fire, which we 
never see, because the side upon which we live is always 
turned away from it. When it is on the same side of 
the central fire as the sun we have day ; when it is on 
the other side, night, As the earth is always turned 
away from the central fire, we never see the Antichthon 
which is nearer the Hestia ; but, for all that, the Antich- 
thon may eclipse the moon by getting between it and the 
sun. We see from this that it is derived from the " dark 
planets " of the Ionic School, and is meant to account for 

Arist. De Ccelo, A, 1. 268a, 10, makes the Pythagoreans assign special im- 
liortance to the Triads on the ground that body has three dimensions. 
This view must have been held by later (Platonising) Pythagoreans. 

« Mel, N, 3. 1091a, 17 ; cf. Stob. EH. i. 488 (R. P. 68), though the 
source of the latter passage is suspect. The tixi»fiuim. t£v crtt;^ii»if and 
the distinction between c»pim. and «V<ti} are fatal to its authenticity. 

^* Aet. iii. 11 (R. P. 69c). For the harmony of the spheres sec Arist. 
De Ccelo, B, 9. 2906, 12 (R. P. 68 B). 
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The Un- 
limited. 



Things like- 
nesBcs of 
uumbeiB. 



the greater frequency of lunar as compared with solar 
eclipses." We have seen that at this date the sun was 
commonly supposed to shine by reflected light as well as 
the moon (§ 91); and there can be no doubt that this 
was the Pythagorean view. The details cannot, however, 
be made out. Aristotle tells us nothing about it, while 
the doxographical tradition is inconsistent, and based on 
spurious documents. 

126. Outside the heavens the Unlimited stretches 
boundlessly, just as with the lonians, and it is identified 
on the one hand with Air, and on the other with Dark- 
ness. In the Physics, Aristotle expressly calls it " breath," 
and he adds, that the world inhales space from outside.**^ 
This is merely an application of the old theory of Anaxi- 
menes (§ 27). 

According to Eudemos, the Pythagorean Archytas 
proved the infinity of space by asking whether, if one 
went to its farthest boundary, one could stretch out one's 
hand with a stick or noL*^ Aristotle has preserved another 
ai'guraent, which is ascribed to Xouthos. If there is no 
empty space, he said, there can be no rarefaction and 
condensation, and any movement would make the world 
overflow.^ 

127. We hear a good deal of a Pythagorean theory 
that things are not properly speaking numbers, but 
merely " likenesses " of numbers. This was the version 
given by Aristoxenos, so we ought probably to under- 

•* That this was the real origin of the Antichthon appears from Arist. 
De CaUo, B, 13. 2936, 21 : tviott It hutT umi irXi/*r ^tifiarm TMavra (like the 
Antichthon) i*2i;^fr^«4 ^iftcfau vtfii r« ^irtf* iifuv ainXtt ^ik rtiv WtWfi^nwn 
rns yns* ^ti »tu rat Tr,s ctXnvtit IxXiiy^us «'Xii»c/f H ritf t»Z iiXUu yiytt^tmi 

^ttch' », T. \. Of course the other idea given in Met, A, 5. 986a, 3 (R. p. 
696), may have been opemtive too. 

« R. P. 63 B, c. *7 Simpl. Phy8, 467, 26 D (R. P. 63rf). 

« Arist Phys. A, 9 (R. P. 63/). 
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Stand that it was the view of the last generation of the 
school, and arose under Platonic influence. It is certainly 
implied in the statement of the Metaphysics that Plato 
borrowed his theory of " participation " from the Pytha- 
gorean " imitation," ^ but the reverse is more probable. 
The fact is, no doubt, that Aristotle was led into making 
the statement referred to Vjy Aristoxenos or some of his 
friends, who would have no hesitation in ascribing to the 
early Pythagoreans, or even to Pythagoras himself, the 
doctrines of contemporary Platonising members of the 
sect. This is not to impute to Aristotle a gross error in 
the history of philosophy ; for we must remember that, 
in the absence of any Pythagorean literature, he would 
necessarily derivp much of his knowledge from oral 
communications of this kind. In later times the decep- 
tion was carried still further, and a letter was forged in 
the name of Theano, wife of Pythagoras, to the effect 
that her husband did not say things were made " out of 
number," but " according to number," ^ which is practic- 
ally the doctrine of " Philolaos." 

^ Mtt. A, 6. 9876, 10 (R. P. 54^0- What this "imitation " means we 
see from Met. A, 6. 9856, 27 (R. P. 54rf), where Aristotle says that the 
Pythagoreans, brought up as they were in mathematical studies, were led 
to adopt their peculiar theory from obsei*ving many likenesses in things to 
numl)ers. These ifA0mft»T» he further explains to be the fanciful analogies 
discussed in § 123 ; but it is incredible that a serious system should have 
had such an origin. 

« Ap. Stob. EkL i. 302 (R. P. 5id, Jin.), Simplicius (P/<y/». p. 453, 
13 D) and other late WTitei-s ascribe the view that the numbers are v-mfm- 
^uyftara, and tilings, ifMnifiara, to Hij^pasos and the Akonsmatics (R. P. 
47r)! 
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CHAPTER VIII. 



THE YOUNGER ELEATICS. 



Relation to 128. TuE systems we have just been studying were 
' all fundamentally pluralist, and they were so because 
I'armenides had shown that, if we take a corporeal 
monism seriously, we must ascribe to reality a number 
of predicates which are wholly inconsistent with our 
experience of a world which everywhere displays 
multiplicity, motion, and change (§ 80). The four 
inorganic elements of Empedokles and the innumerable 
organic elements of Anaxagoras were both of them 
conscious attempts to solve the problem which Par- 
menides had raised (§§ 84, 103). There is no evidence, 
indeed, that the Pythagoreans were directly influenced 
by Parmenides, but there system was pluralist like the 
rest. Now it was just this prevailing pluralism that 
Zeno criticised from the Eleatic standpoint; and his 
arguments were especially directed against Pytha- 
goreanism (§ 1<32), which his master Parmenides had 
already attacked in its earlier form (§ 7V). ^elissos. 



too, criticises Pythagoreanism (§ 143), but he tries to 
find a common ground with his adversaries by main- 
taining the old Ionian thesis that reality is infinite 
(§ 141). 
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I. ZENO OF ELEA. 

129. According to Diogenes,^ Zeno flourished in 01. life. 
LXXIX. (464-461 RC). This date has probably been 
arrived at merely by making him forty years younger 
than his master Parmenides. We have seen already 
(§ 70) that the meeting of Parmenides and Zeno with 
the young Sokrates^ cannot well have occurred before 
449 B.G., and Plato tells us that Zeno was at that time 
"nearly forty years old." He must, then, have been 
born about 489 b.c., some twenty-five years after Par- 
menides. He was the son of Teleutagoras, and the 
statement of ApoUodoros that he had been adopted by 
Parmenides is due solely to a misunderstanding of the 
language of Plato in the Sophist? He was, Plato further 
tells us,* tall and of a graceful appearance. 

Like Parmenides and most other early philosophers, 
Zeno seems to have played a considerable part in the 
politics^ of his native city. Strabo ascribes to him some 
share of the credit for the good government of Elea, and 
says that he was a Pythagorean.* This statement may 
be true, provided we understand by it that he was 
initiated in the Pythagorean " mysteries," and not that 
he was a member of the Pythagorean School discussed in 
our last chapter. He appears to have come into conflict 
with the ruler of his native city, and the story went 
that, when asked to reveal the names of his fellow- 

^ D. L. ix. 29 (R. p. 103a). 

' Farm. 127 B (R. P. 91d). The visit of Zeno to Athens is confirmed 
by Pint. Per, 4, which may very likely be based on some contemporary 
soarce. From this passage it would appear that Zeno (and therefore 
Parmenides t) was a member of the Pcriklean circle. 

' Soph, 241 D (R. P. 103a). * Farm, loe, eU, 

» Oeog. vi. 1. 1 (R. P. 91c). 
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conspirators, he bit out his tongue and spat it in the 
tyrant's face ! ® There seems to be some reference to 
these events in the passage of Aristotle's Rhetoric^ which 
says men are led to acts of violence by an opportunity 
of avenging either their father or their mother, as in the 
case of Zeno. 
Writingi. 130. Diogenes says there were many books of Zeno's 
extant ; ^ and Souidas mentions some titles which probably 
come from the Alexandrian catalogues.' It is very 
unlikely, however, that these belonged to works written 
by Zeno himself. The exposition of Zeno's reasoning in 
syllogistic form must always have been a very tempting 
school exercise; and even Aristotle in the Fhysics^^. 
quotes an argument of Zeno's from a dialogue which 
can hardly have been written by him. In fact, it is 
extremely unlikely, to say the least of it, that Zeno ever 
wrote dialogues. Aristotle himself seems to have implied 
that he did not,^^ so we must probably understand his 
allusion in another place ^* to a passage where "the 
answerer and Zeno the questioner " occurred as referring 
to a dialogue by some other writer in which Zeno was 
the chief speaker, and which was very possibly the same 
as that from which he quotes in the Physics, 

From the description given in Plato's Parmenides 
we get an idea of what Zeno's chief and, no doubt, only 

* D. L. ix. 26, following the Alexandrian biographers. 

7 A, 12. 18726, 5. 8 D. L. ix. 26 (R. P. 103). 

"Souidas, 8. v. (R. P. 103(1), 

^0 Phy8, H, 6. 260a, 20 (R. P. 104a). Tliis must refer to the dialogue 
from which Simplicius quotes {Phya. f, 255r; R. P. 104) in his com- 
mentary on the passage. But this cannot have been by Zeno ; for Prota- 
goras was considerably junior to him. Some work of a similar character 
to the pvciMif of Alkidamas is no doubt meant (cf. Chap. Y. n. 11). 

" Ap. D. L. iii. 48 (R. P. 1036). 

^'^Soph. El. 1706, 22 (R. P. f6.). 
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M'ork was like. It contained more than one " discourse/' 

and these discourses were subdivided into sections, each 

dealing with some one presupposition of his adversaries.^ 

We owe the preservation of Zeno's arguments against 

the Pythagorean view, that reality is a sum of spatial 

unit^Ho Simplicius. He professes, indeed, to quote one 

of these verbatim;^* but it looks as if what he had 

before him was not the original work,^* but some 

secondary authority like the Melissos, Xenophanes, and 

Gorgias, perhaps an earlier portion of tlie same work now 

no longer extant. The arguments relating to motion have 

been preserved by Aristotle himself;^® but he, as his 

custom is, has restated them in his own language. 

131. Aristotle in his Sophist '^'^ called Zeno the in- Dialectic. 

ventor of dialectic, and this is, no doubt, substantially 

true; though, as we have seen (§ 73), the beginnings at 

least of that method of arguing were contemporary with 

the foundation of the Eleatic School Plato " gives us 

a spirited account of the style and purpose of Zeno's 

book which he puts into his own mouth — 

In reality, this writing is a sort of reinforcement for the 
argument of Parmenides against those who try to turn it into 
ridicule on the ground that, if reality is one, the argument 
becomes involved in many absurdities and contradictions. This 
writing argues against those who uphold a Many, and gives 
them back as good and better tlian they gave ; its aim is to 
show that their assumption of multiplicity will be involved in 
still more absurdities than the assumption of unity, if it is 
sufficiently worked out. 

>* Parm. 127 C. Plato speaks of tho first v^ihwn of the first A«y«f. 
Simplicius refers to the former as Wixuf^fiur; 

" Phys, 140, 30 D. (E. P. 106 B). 

1* The language is hardly that of Zeno's time, and once (R. P. 105a) 
Simplicius confessedly quotes at second hand from Eudemos. 

" Phys. Z, 9. 2896, 9 sqq. i7 ^p, d. l. ix. 25 (R. P. 103). 

^ Parm, 128 C (R, P. 103rf). 
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The method of Zeno was, in fact, to take one of 
his adversaries' fundamental postulates and to deduce 
from it two contradictory conclusions. This is what 
Aristotle meant by calling him the inventor of dialectic, 
which is just the art of arguing, not from true premises, 
but from premises admitted by the other side. The 
theory of Parmenides had led to conclusions which 
contradicted the evidence of the senses, and Zeno's 
object was not to bring fresh proofs of the theory itself, 
but simply to show that his opponents' view led to 
contradictions of a precisely similar nature. If we 
remember this, we shall not be in any danger of com- 
mitting the common error of crediting Zeno himself with 
the beliefs expressed in the major premises of his 
arguments. On the contrary, we shall be prepared to 
find that the pi*opositions from which he deduces the 
unreality of plurality and motion are always such as he 
himself could not have maintained at all They are 
invariably the presuppositions of his opponents. 
ZenoRnd 132. The view that Zeno's dialectic was mainly 

ism. directed against the Pythagoreans, has been maintained 

with most force in recent times by Tannery^* and 
Biiumker.^ It will be noticed how much clearer the 
historical position of Zeno becomes if we follow Plato 
in assigning him to a somewhat later date than is usual. 
We have first Parmenides, then the pluralists, and then 
the criticism of Zeno. It was this that called the atomic 
theory into existence by showing that, if we are to retain, 
as the pluralists did, the Parmenidean view of the in- 
destructible reality of body, without adopting the para- 
doxical conclusion that there is no multiplicity or 

'• Science htlUne^ p. 249 sqq. 

* Das ProUem der Materie, p. 60 sqq. 
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movement, we can only do so by setting a limit to 
divisibility. Such was certainly the view which Aris- 
totle took of the historical development.*^ Zeller holds, 
indeed, that it was merely the popular form of the belief 
that things are many that Zeno set himself to confute ; ^ 
but this can hardly be maintained. The postulate from 
which all his contradictions are derived is the view that 
space, and therefore body, is made up of a number of 
discrete units, and it is surely quite untrue to say that 
the plain man believes anything of the kind. Nor is it 
at all probable that Anaxagoras is aimed at.^ We know 
from Plato that Zeno's book was the work of his youth.** 
Suppose even that it was written when he was thirty, 
that is to say, about 459 B.C., Anaxagoras was just 
taking up his abode at Athens at that time,*^ and it 
is very unlikely that Zeno had ever heard of him. 
There is, on the other hand, a great deal to be said 
for the view that Anaxagoras had read the work of 
Zeno, and that his emphatic adhesion to the doctrine 
of infinite divisibility was due to the criticism of his 
younger contemporary.** 

133. The polemic of Zeno was directed in the first wiiat is the 
instance against the Pythagorean view of the unit. 
Eudemos, in his Physics^ quoted from him the saying 
that " if any one could tell him what the one was, he 
would be able to say what things are." The commentary 

" Phya. A, 3. 187a, 1 (R. P. 105c). 

» Zeller, p. 539 (Eng. trans, p. 612). 

" This is the view adopted by StalUmum in his edition of the Par- 
tnenides (p. 25 sqq.). Windelband (p. 167) makes the peculiarly unhappy 
suggestion that Zeno was arguing against the atomic theory. 

" Parm. loc, cit, « Chap. VI. § 99. 

^ Gf., for instance, Anaxagoras, fr. 14, with R. P. 105 B, and R. P. 
126a with 105 C. 

*' Ap. Simpl. Phyn. 138, 32 D (R. P. 105a) 
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of Alexander on this, preserved by Simplicius,^ is quite 
satisfactory. " As Euderaos relates," he says, " Zeno the 
disciple of Parmenides tried to show that it was impos- 
sible that things could be a many, seeing that there was 
no unit in things, whereas ' many ' means a number of 
units." Here we have a perfectly clear reference to the 
. Pythagorean view that everything may be reduced to a 
sum of points. This is what Zeno denied, and it is his 
greatest title to remembrance that he was the fii^t to 
grasp clearly the mathematical view of the point as 
position without magnitude. 

This Zeno proved by what Aristotle calls^ the argu- 
ment from dichotomy. As preserved by Simplicius, this 
ran as follows : — 

If things are a many, they must be just as many as they 
are, and neither more nor less. Now, if they are as many as 
tliey are, they will be finite in number. 

But again, if things arc a many, they will be infinite in 
number ; for there will always be other things between them, 
and others again between these. R. P. 105 B. 

Two contradictory conclusions are here drawn from the 
same postulate. If a line is made up of points, we 
ought to be able to answer the question : " How many 
points are there in a given line ? " On the other band, 
you can always divide a line or any part of it into two 
halves ; so that, if a line is made up of points, there will 
always be more of them than any number you assign. 
The point is 134. Zcuo's argument against the reality of the point, 

as preserved by Simplicius, is as follows : — 

If things are a many, they are both great and small ; so great 
^ Phys. 99, 13 D. ^ PhyH, A, 3. 187a, 1 (R P. 105c). 
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as to be of an infinite magnitude, and bo small as to have no 
magnitude at all. 

That which has neither magnitude nor thickness nor bulk, 
will not even be. " For," he says, " if it be added to any other 
thing it will not make it any larger ; for nothing can gain in 
magnitude by the addition of what has no magnitude, and thus 
it follows at once that what was added was nothing.^ . . . But 
if, when this is taken away from another thing, that thing is no 
less ; and again, if, when it is added to another thing, that does 
not increase, it is plain that what was added was nothing, and 
what was taken away was nothing. R. P. 105 A. 

But, if we assume that the unit is something, each one must 
have a certain magnitude and a certain thickness. One part of 
it must be at a certain distance from another, and the same may 
be said of what surpasses it in smallness ; ^^ for it, too, will have 
magnitude, and something will surpass it in smallness. It is all 
the same to say this once and to say it always ; for no such part 
of it will be the last, nor will one thing be non-existent com- 
pared with another. So, if things are a many, they must be 
both small and great, so small as not to have any magnitude at 
all, and so great as to be infinite. E. P. 105 C. 

If we hold that the point has no magnitude, — and 
this is required by the argument from dichotomy, — then 
everything must be infinitely small. Nothing made up 
of points without magnitude can itself have any magni- 
tude. On the other hand, if we insist that the units of 
which things are built up are something and not nothing.. 
we must hold that everything is infinitely great. The 
line is infinitely divisible ; and, according to this view, it 
will be made up of an infinite number of units, each of 
which has some magnitude. 

That this argument really does refer to points is proved 

^ I follow Zeller in marking a lacuna here. Zeno must have gone on 
to prove that the Bubtraction of a point would not make a thing less, as 
U shown by the resomption of the argument which follows. 

" This is Tannery's rendering ; it seems to mc to be more satisfactory 
than those of Zeller and Diels (B. P. 105(/). 
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by an instructive passage from Aristotle's Metaphysics^ 
We read there — 

If the unit is indivisible, it will, according to the proposition 
of Zeno, be nothing. That which neither makes anything 
larger by its addition to it, nor smaller by its subtraction from 
it, is not, he says, a real thing at all ; for clearly what is real 
must be a magnitude. And, if it is a magnitude, it is corporeal ; 
for that is corporeal which is in every dimension. The other 
things (^e. surfaces and lines) if added in one way will make 
things larger, added in another they will produce no eflFect ; but 
the point and the unit cannot make things larger in any way. 

Abstract 135. Simplicius has preserved an argument which 

spftco. 

seems to be directed against the Pythagorean doctrine 

of space — 

If there is space, it will be in something ; for all that is is in 
something, and to be in something is to be in space. This goes 
on ad infinitum^ therefore there is no space. R. P. 106, 

That this argument has been handed down in an 
unauthentic form is obvious, though Aristotle already 
interpreted it as a refutation of the reality of space.^ 
But Zeno cannot possibly have wished to deny the 
spatial extension of the world. What he is really 
arguing against is the Pythagorean attempt to dis- 
tinguish space from the body that occupies it (§ 119). 
If we insist that body must be in space, then we -must 
go on to ask what space itself is in. The argument is 
simply a " reinforcement " of the Parmenidean denial of 
the void. No doubt the argument that everything must 
be " in " something, or must have something beyond it, 
had already been used against the Parmenidean theory 
of a finite sphere with nothing outside it. 

^ Met. B, 4. 10016, 7 sqcj. Surely <r«»T»i •» must be translated as I have 
done, on the analogy of the common phrase ircvrji hanftriv and the like. 
» Phys. A, 1 and 3 (R. P. 106a). 
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136. Zeno's arguments on the subject of motion have Motion, 
been preserved by Aristotle himself. The scope of these 
is nearly always misunderstood. The system of Par- 
menides made all motion impossible, and his successors 
had been driven to abandon the monistic hypothesis in 
order to avoid this very consequence. Zeno does not 
bring any fresh proofs, as is commonly supposed, of the 
impossibility of motion ; all he does is to show that a 
pluralist theory, such as the Pythagorean, is just as 
unable to explain it as was that of Parmenides. Looked 
at in this way, Zeno's arguments are no mere quibbles, 
but important contributions to the subject. They are as 
follows : — 

(1.) You cannot traverse an infinite number of points in a 
finite time. You must traverse the half of any given distance 
before you traverse the whole, and the half of that again before 
you can traverse it. This goes on ad infinitum^ so that (if 
Bjyace is made up of points) there are an infinite number in any 
given space, and it cannot be traversed in a finite time.^ 

(2.) The second is the famous puzzle of Achilles and the 
tortoise. Achilles must first reach the place from which the 
tortoise started. By that time the tortoise will have got on a 
little way. Achilles must then traverse that, and still the 
tortoise will be ahead. He is always coming nearer, but he 
never makes up to it.^ 

The " hypothesis " in the second argument is the same 
as that in the first, but the reasoning is complicated by 
the introduction of another moving object. Zeno is here 
insisting rather upon the fact that, however slowly the 
tortoise may move, it will always keep ahead, than upon 
the other side of the case, namely, that Achilles will 
never make up to it. The first argument showed that 

« Phys, Z, 9. 2396, 11 (R. P. 107 A, a). 
» Phys. ib. 14 (R. P. 107 B, 6). 
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no moving object can ever traverse any distance at all, 
however fast it may move; the second emphasises the 
fact that, however slowly it moves, it will traverse a 
practically infinite distance, since, if it moves at all, it 
must pass through an infinite number of points, if space 
is made up of points. 

(3.) The third argument against the possibility of motion 
through a space made up of points is that, on this hypothesis, 
an arrow in any given moment of its flight must be at rest in 
some particular point. Aristotle observes quite rightly that this 
argument depends upon the assumption that time is made up of 
" nows," that is, of indivisible instants.'® This, no doubt, was 
the Pythagorean view. 

The last of these arguments is the most difficult of all, 
and has been most misunderstood Eudemos said it was 
" silly," since the paralogism in it was obvious. But the 
explanation given by M. Tannery*' puts it quite on a 
level with the other three, and makes it the natural con- 
sequence of them. According to this view, the argument 
was directed against a possible answer to the preceding 
one, namely, that in each indivisible instant the arrow is 
passing from one point to the next If so, answered 
Zeno, motion must always have an equal velocity ; for all 
instants, being infinitely small, are equal. 

(4.) Suppose three parallel rows of points^® in juxtaposition — 

Fig. 1. Fig. 2. 

A A 

B B 

C C 

» Phys, Z, 2396, 30 (R. P. 107 C) ; cf. ib, 5 (R. P. 107c). In the latter 
passage Emminger proposes to keep «> unurm^ which Zeller omits, and to 
insert after it •u xnurm }i. The words •rav f xark ri tftv mean, *' when 
it occupies a space equal to itself." See, however, Z.* p. 598, n. 3,^«. 

^ Science helUne, p. 257. 

^ They must be ix)ints if the argument is sound, though they are 
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One of these (B) is immovable, while A and C move in 
opposite directions with equal velocity so as to come into the 
position represented in fig, 2. The movement of C relatively 
to A will be double its movement relatively to B, or, in other 
words, any given point in C has passed twice as many points 
in A as it has in B. It cannot, therefore, be the case that an 
instant of time corresponds to the passage from one point to 
another. 

Zeno has not here confused absolute and relative 
ipotion ; he has simply shown that the Pythagorean view 
of space does not admit of any distinction between them. 
'Nov does he ever, ais is usually said, confuse continuous 
with discrete quantity ; on the contrary, his only concern 
is to show that the view of space as made up of discrete 
quanta leads to as many absurdities as the theory that it 
is wholly continuous. 



II. MELISSOS OF SAMOS. 

137. In his Life of Periklcs, Plutarch tells us, upon Life, 
the authority of Aristotle, that the philosopher Melissos, 
son of Ithagenes, was the Samian general who defeated 
the Athenian fleet in 440 B.c.;^ and it was, no doubt, for 
this reason that Apollodoros fixed his " floruit " in 01. 
LXXXIV.*^ Beyond this, we really know nothing about 
him. He is said, of course, to have been, like Zeno, a 
disciple of Parmenides ;*^ but this is most unlikely. The 
fact that he was a native of Sanios makes it more 
probable that he was originally a member of the Ionic 

called Sytft, This term represents very well the Pythagorean confusion 
on the subject of points. Cf. what is said of Uerakleides and Askle- 
piades by Ps. -Galen, HUL Phil 18 {Dox. 610, 22). See, however, Z.» 
p. 602, n. 1. 

» Pint. Per. 26 (R. P. 1096), after Aristotle's laultn «r«X«Ti/«. 

*> Ap. D. L. ix. 24 (R. P. 109). « D. L. lac. cit. 
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rather than of the Eleatic School, and we shall see that 
certain features of his doctrine fully bear out this view. 
On the other hand, he was certainly convinced by the 
Eleatic dialectic, and renounced the Ionic doctrine in so 
far as it was inconsistent with this. We note here the 
effect of the increased facility of intercourse between 
East and West, which was secured by the supremacy 
of Athens. 
The firit five 138. Before we go on to examine the fragments, we 

fi-azments. 

must discuss the genuineness of some of them.*^ The 
first five in all the collections are taken from a single 
passage of Simplicius.*' This passage is introduced by 
the words '' He opens his work thus," and we shall see 
that there is a reason for this. But there are a good 
many curious things about the supposed quotation. First 
of all, it is not written in the Ionian dialect, though the 
editors have been careful to conceal the fact by intro- 
ducing Ionic forms throughout.** Now, in all Sim- 
plicius* other quotations these Ionic forms are very 

*^ I have thought it best to leave this paragraph exactly as I wrote it 
in September 1890, before heariug of A. Pabst's dissertation, Dt Melistti 
Samii Fragmentui, The complete agreement in the results of two inde- 
pendent investigations is a strong confirmation of their truth. On the 
other hand, I willingly admit that the proof given by Pabst is slightly 
more cogent than I was able to make it. These views have now been 
endorsed by Diels {Arch. iv. p. 116) and Zeller (Z.'606, n. 1), so they may 
be taken as established. It is perhaps worth noting that Schopenhauer, 
with his usual insight, had singled out the five fragments we are about to 
discuss for special condemnation on purely internal grounds. 

« Phys, 103, 13 D sqq. (R, P. 110-118). Pabst notes (p. 17) that 
when Simplicius quotes fr. 11-14 (p. Ill, 11 D) he makes a great point 
of quoting avra ra ifx'^a y^fAfMtrm, which would be pointless if he had 
done so before. 

** In R. P. the Ionising process is completely carried out. The only 
Ionic form to be found in Diels* Simplicius is, however, ^ira««r^iMr« 
(p. 104, 1), and this is in a verbal quotation from fr. 12, elsewhere pre- 
served. It is characteristic of Theophrastos to retain an isolated dialectic 
form here and there {Dox, p. 219). 
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fairly preserved. In the second place, this passage goes 
over ground which is covered by the other fragments ; the 
form alone is different, the substance is the same. In 
particular, fr. 5 is word for word the same as fr. 14, 
except that it has no Ionic forms.*^ Brandis' explana- 
tion of this curious fact, namely, that Melissos first 
sketched his arguments in outline and then went on to 
discuss them in detail, seems to be generally accepted ; 
but it cannot really be maintained in the face of the 
actual remains.*® 

We notice, in the next place, that the phraseology of 
fr. 1-5 is not at all that of Melissos in his other frag- 
ments. More modern terms are substituted throughout.*^ 
Lastly, these fragments are in regular syllogistic form, 
which would be strange if they had been written in the fifth 
century B.c. ; thf Aristotelian expression to a7rXe!i9 ov *® 

^ For fr. 5 see R. P. 113. The Ionic forms should all be removed, and 
the concluding words (•v^' •'>'<... fith Sv) deleted. Fr. 14 (not in R. P.) is 
given as follows in Simpl. Phya. 112, 6 sqq. D : Ouil Mtniv Urn «v}iy- ri 
ykf siM«y •viiv \frtt' evx av tut un to yi /Af^U. «v2i ttntiirmt' inr»;^mfrif»i ykf 
eu* 1x^ tvimfitfi^ aXXk vrXimt Writ, tl fU9 ykf »i»i«v *iv, iiri^^tiftt an tit «"« 
xiMv* «fy«v }li fih iitrof, »vk i^t$ Sttn ^«-«;|^«>^rii. wvxtof Yi xai ifotiv »vx mv 
un' «"• ykf kfmiv tvK avvrrit rXitv itvat ifieiit rf 9rv»fff «XX' n^n ri aftuiv yt 
MtfUirtfot yinroi t»v iruxvov. tifirtf Tt ravrti* Xf'^ ^otn^tteitu rtv vXim nm rtiu 
ft,h ^Xu*' tl fUJt «v» X**f** ''"' ^ tJtiix*'r»i, •(> ^Xiatv' tt Si finrt x**f^ fitmrt 
tiV2i;^ir«u, irXi^f. atayttm reifuv ^Xittv f7»«i, ti »i»«» fin tmv, tt rtivet ^Xit^v 
UrUf «v Kniirau, It is worth while to compare the two carefully. It will 
then seem hardly conceivable that the two passages should occur in one 
work. 

^ As M. Tannery observes : *' Malheureusement les citations ulterieures 
ne donnent guere plus que le r^sum^ lui-mSme " {Sc, hell, p. 266). Pabst 
shows the truth of this in detail. 

^ For instance, ^rXnfit for ^Xitn (irXi«f), «)vy«<r«y for «v» tivurriv. 

*• Or, as the editors quaintly write, t» kirkSs lit (fr. 1). Tliis implies 
that Melissos, of all people in the world, anticipated Aristotle's discovery 
that «*« »f rtXXaxt^s xiyirai. The true reference of the words is to 
Simpl. Phys, 108, 27 D. They are so far from being the words of 
Melissos that they do not even belong to the paraphrase, but are an 
essential part of Simplicius' polemic against Alexander. 
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occurs in them, and Melissos is made to speak of <f>vaiKoi 
as if he were not one himself.*® 

Now this is a matter of the greatest importance ; for 
most of the difficulties which have been raised as to 
the philosophy of Melissos turn upon these first five 
fragments. If we can show that these are nothing more, 
and do not even pretend to be anything more, than a 
paraphrase of fr. 6-1 4, we may practically dismiss all the 
controversies about the last of the Eleatics, and confine 
ourselves to an exposition of the perfectly simple philo- 
sophy of the other fragments, which is just as naive as all 
other pre-Sokratic philosophy, and exhibits no trace of the 
somewhat turgid idealism which Simplicius succeeded in 
reading into it. 

In the Physics^ Aristotle Tiad criticised the theories of 
Melissos, and, in order to do so in his own way, he first 
reduced them into syllogistic form. He analyses his 
arguments as follows : — 



I. If what is came into being, it must have arisen 
either from nothing or from something. 
Neither is possible. 



•. It never came into being. 



** The Wonls are ryy;^«^irT«M ya^ itat r»urt yTo rZ* ^u^i»ii9 (fr. 1 ; R. P. 

110). We can understand this in the inoath of a Peripatetic who 
was anxious to show that Melissos arrived at his theory by starting 
from the postulates of the ^urmoi (cf. Simpl. Phys, 103, 13 D ; R, P. 
110). But the theory that Melissos was d^vrt»ot is purely Aris- 
totelian {Phyn. A, 2. 1846, 25). He himself, who entitled his work 
iii^i ^vri»tSf would not have appreciated the distinction. To prove 
that Melissos might have talked in this way, Brandis quoted Diogenes 
of Apollonia, ap. Simpl. Phys. 151, 24 D ; but see R. P. 160a, and 
Chap. IX. n. 36. 

*^ Phyft. A, 3. 186a, 10 sqq. (R. P. Ilia). I can make nothing of 
186a, 13-16 ; Otfner {Arch. iv. 27) deletes the words as a gloss. 
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II. Everything which has come into being has a 

beginning and end. 
. \ What has not come into being has no beginning 
or end (sic), 

IIL What has not come into being has no beginning 
or end (IL). 
What is has not come into being (L). 
. '. What is has no beginning or end. 

IV. What has neither beginning or end is infinite. 
What is has neither beginning or end (III.). 
. *. What is, is infinite. 

Aristotle points out quite rightly that the second of 
these arguments is a false conversion ; and, as a matter 
of fact, we do find some such conversion as this implied 
in fr. 7 and 8, so we have enough to account for 
Aristotle's judgment, without supposing fr. 1-5 to be 
genuine. 

In commenting upon this judgment, Simplicius does 
what any commentator would naturally do. He gives a 
paraphrase of the opening fragments of Melissos reduced 
to correct Peripatetic form, in order that the criticisms of 
Aristotle might be more readily understood. Did Sim- 
plicius compose this paraphrase himself? I think this 
is not in accordance with what we know of his procedure 
elsewhere. And it is a striking fact that, just a little 
before, the faulty conversion of Melissos is quoted along 
with the syllogistic version of the argument of Parmenides, 
which undoubtedly comes from the Opinions of Theo- 
phrastos.^^ It seems, then, most probable that here, as 

" Cf. Theophr. Phys. Op. fr. 7 (Dox, p. 483). My view is perhaps 
oonfirmed by the fact that Philoponos too {Phys, p. 51, 20, Yitelli) 

2a 



fragments. 
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elsewhere, Simplicius had recourse to the extracts of 
Theophrastos preserved by Alexander, and that fr. 1-5 
should be removed from editions of Melissos and inserted 
in the Doxographi Greed, 
The genuine 139. "We may now go on with a good conscience to 
the genuine fragments. For convenience of reference I 
preserve the numbering of Brandis— 

(1.) If nothing is, what can be said of it as of something 
reall R. P. 110.^2 

(2.) What was was ever, and ever shall be. For, if it had 
come into being, there needs must have been nothing before it 
came into being. Now, if nothing were to exist, in no wis© 
could anything have arisen out of nothing. R P. 110a. 

(7.) Since, then, it has not come into being, and since it is, 
it was ever and ever shall be, and has no beginning or end, buU 
is infinite.^* For, if it had come into being, it would have had 
a beginning (for it would have begun to come into being at* 
some time or other) and an end (for it would have ceased \/f> 
come into being at some time or other) ; but, if it neither began, 
nor ended, it ever was and ever shall be, and has no beginning 
or end ; for it is not possible for anything to be ever without- 
being alL R. P. llla,^n. 

(8.) Further, just as it ever is, so it must ever be infinite in. 
magnitude (for if it had bounds, it would be boimded by 
empty space).^ R. P. Ilia, init. 

(9.) But nothing which has a beginning or end is either 
eternal or infinite. 

(10.) For if it is (infinite), it must be one ; for if it were 

si)eak8 of r« k^xis St in giving the argument of MelL^sos. Pabst assumes 
that Simplicius himself i^Tote the paraphrase. 

^' Though these words occur at the beginning of the paraphrase we 
have been discussing, I believe them to be genuine. They seem to be 
attested by M. X. G. init. 

^ That is, Umporally infinite ; see below, § 140. I take the last words 
of the fragment to mean " a thing cannot be temporally infinite (eternal) 
without being all" (and therefore without beginning, according to the 
usual Eleatic argument). 

^ I have inserted the last part of this fragment from Arist. Ocn, Corr, 
A, 8. 325a, 13. 
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two, it could not be infinite ; for then it would be bounded by 
another." R, P. 112a. 

(10a.) (And, since it is one, it is alike throughout; for if it 
were unlike, it would be many and not one.) ^ 

(11.) So then it is eternal and infinite and one and all alike. 
And it cannot perish nor become greater, nor does it suffer pain 
or grief. For, if any of these things happened to it, it would 
no longer be one. For if it is altered, then the real must needs 
not be all alike, but what was before must pass away, and what 
was not must come into being. Now, if the all had changed 
by so much as a single hair, in thirty thousand years, it would 
all perish in the whole of time. R. P. 113a. 

(12.) Further, it is not possible either that its order should be 
changed ; for the order which it had before does not perish, 
nor does that which was not come into being. But, since 
nothing is either added to it or passes away or is altered, how 
can aby real thing have had its order changed ? tor if anything 
became different, that would amount to a change in its order. 
R. P. i6. 

(13.) Nor does it suffer pain ; for the All cannot be in pain. 
For a thing in pain could not be ever, nor could it have the 
same power as what is whole. It is only from the addition 
or subtraction of something that it could feel pain, and then it 
would no longer be like itself. Nor could what is whole 
possibly begin to feel pain ; for then what was whole and what 
was real would pass away, and what was not would come into 
being. And the same argument applies to grief as to pain. 
R. P. ib, 

(14.) Nor is anything empty. For what is empty is nothing. 
, . . What is nothing, then, cannot be. 

Nor does it move ; for it has nowhere to betake itself to, but 
is full. For if there were empty space, it would betake itself 

» This fragment is quoted by Simpl. De Ccelo {SchoL Br, p. 6096, 1). 
See Pabst, p. 27. The argument requires the insertion of the word 
axuff, which is confirmed by the paraphrase, fr. 8 (R. P. 112), by Simpl. 
Phys. 110, 5 D (R. P. 112a), and by M. X. G. 97 4o, 11. 

*• The actual words of this fragment are nowhere quoted ; but it is 
attested by the summary at the beginning of fr. 11. It is represented 
in the paraphrase, fr. 4 (R. P. 113), and in M. X. G. 974a, 13 (R. P. 
112a). 
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to empty space. But, since there is no empty space, it has no 
place to betake itself to. 

And it cannot be dense and rare ; for it is not possible for 
what is rarefied to be as full as what is dense, but what is rare 
is ipso facto emptier than what is dense. 

This is the way in which we must distinguish between what 
is full and what is not full. If a thing has room for anything 
else, and takes it in, it is not full ; but if it has no room for 
anything and does not take it in, it is full. 

Now, it must needs be full if there is no empty space, and if 
it is full, it does not move (n. 45). 

(15.) If what is real is divided, it moves ; but if it moves, it 
cannot be all at once. B. P. 112a. 

(16.) Now, if it were to exist,^'' it must needs be one; but 
if it is one, it cannot have body ; for, if it had body it would 
have parts, and would no longer be one. R. P. 114. 

(17.) This argument) then, is the greatest proof that it is one 
alone ; but the following are proofs of it also. If it were a 
many, these would have to be of the same kind as I say that 
the one is. For if there is earth and water, and air and iron, 
and gold and fire, and if one thing is living and another dead, 
and if things are black and white and all that men say they 
really are, — if that is so, and if we see and hear aright, each 
one of these must be such as we at first concluded that reality 
was, and they cannot be changed or altered. Whereas we say 
that we see and hear and understand aright, and yet we believe 
that what is warm becomes cold, and what is cold warm ; that 
what is hard turns soft, and what is soft hard ; that what is 
living dies, and that things are born from what lives not ; and 
that all those things are changed. We think that iron, which 
is hard, is rubbed away with the finger, passing away in rust;^ 
and so with gold and stone and everything which we fancy to 
be strong, so that it turns out that we neither see nor know 
realities. Earth, too, and stone are formed out of water. Now 
these things do not agree with one another. We said that 



» The MSS. of Simpl. Phys, 110, 1 D, have xU not UtU, which is a 
mere conjecture of Brandis ; see below, § 143. Further, E F read •; ^it 
•fir %\ which ifl, no doubt, correct. 

« Reading io-' UZ fi^^t with Z.» 613, n. 1. 
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there were many things that were eternal and had forms and 
strength of their own, and yet we fancy that they all suffer 
alteration, and that they change with each perception. It is clear, 
then, that we did not see aright after all, nor are we right in he- 
lieving that all these things are many. They would not change 
if they were real, but each thing would be just what we believed 
it to be ; for nothing is stronger than true reality. But if it has 
changed, what was has passed away, and what was not is come 
into being. So then, if there were many things, they would 
have to be just of the same nature as the one. R. P. 115. 

140. It has been pointed out that, in all probability, Theory of 
Melissos was not originally a member of the Eleatic School; 
but he certainly adopted all the views of Parmenides as to 
the true nature of reality with one remarkable exception. 
He appears to have opened his treatise with a reassertion 
of the Parmenidean "Nothing is not" (fr. 1), and the 
arguments by which he supported this view are those 
with which we are already familiar (fr, 6). Eeality, as 
with Parmenides, is eternal, an attribute which Melissos 
expressed in a way of his own (fr. 7). He does not say 
with the founder of Eleaticism (v. 96) that time is a 
mere figment ; his relations with the Ionic School perhaps 
made this seem unnatural to him. As we shall see, he 
believed reality to be spatially infinite, and it was there- 
fore natural for him to regard it as temporally infinite 
also. This way of putting the matter has led, however, 
to many serious misunderstandings ; and Melissos has been 
charged, on the strength of some wrongly interpreted 
sayings of Aristotle, with confusing spatial and temporal 
infinity. The argument of fr. 7 has actually been sup- 
posed to be, that since reality has no beginning in time 
it must be infinite in space.^® But surely the human 

" So Zeller, p. 555 (Eng. trans, p. 631), and practically all other writers 
ou the subject. This view goes back to Themistios, p. 115 sq. Spengel, 



ally infinite. 



342 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

mind is not capable of such an astounding confusion of 
thought, and least of all so in an age when men operated, 
not with abstract concepts, but with vivid perceptions. 
We have seen above ^ what the logical fallacy detected 
by Aristotle in the reasoning of Melissos really was, and 
we must certainly understand the argument of fr. 7 as 
referring entirely to time. Temporal infinity has taken 
the place of eternity.**^ 
Reality «pati. 141. Mclissos differed from Parmenides in holding 
that reality was spatially as well as tempoi*ally infinite. 
His reason for this was not the imaginary argument just 
discussed, but the excellent one that, if it is limited, it must 
be limited by something else (fr. 8). Perhaps this was 
borne in upon him by such arguments as that attributed 

Simplicius in Phy9. A, 3, and perhaps still earlier to M. X. G. (974a, 
9-11). See, however, Apelt in N. Jahrb, 1886, p. 729. The true 
acconnt of the matter has, I think, been given by Offner, Zur Beurtheilung 
dea Mdiitaoat Arch. iv. p. 12 sqq. Zeller (p. 554, n. 3, Eng. trans, p. 630, 
91. 1) supposed that Aristotle was misled by a false construction of fr. 2 ; 
but this theory must now disappear with fr. 2 itself. 

^ That the fallacy pointed out by Aristotle was really the illegitimate 
conversion noted on p. 337, is obvious from Soph. El. 5. 1676, 13 sqq., 
where it is quoted and compared to the argument, " If a man in a fever 
is hot, then a man who is hot must have a fever." The Greek commenta- 
tors say nothing of the alleged confusion of time and space either here or 
in their commentary on the passage from the Phyaics {n. 50). Met. A, 
5. 9866, 25 (R. P. 84), is quite general, but rather implies formal inaccuracy 
of reasoning than confusion of concepts ; for the &yf9tM»s is the opposite of 
the «'ifr«/2ivyKiv«f who knows the rules of correct reasoning. I cannot see 
the difficulty which Oflfner himself admits in Soph. EL 28. 181a, 27. 
' ' For, if what has come into being has a beginning, he lays down that 
what has not come into being has no beginning, so that, according to 
him, if the world had no origin it is (temporally) infinite. That is not 
80 ; for this is a simple conversion of a universal affirmative " (Bonitz, 
Jnd. 8.V. dfrt^Tfi^uff 2). If I am right, this strongly contirms Offner's 
view. 

^ The possibility of the word airuftt being used at this date in a 
temporal sense cannot be doubted. Anaxagoras already found it neces- 
sary to add restrictive accusatives to define the sense in which he wished 
it to be understood. So fr. 1, 4, 6. 
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to Archytas (§ 126) ; no doubt, too, he was influenced by 
his Ionic predecessors, who had all regarded the primary 
substance as boundless. Parmenides had thought it 
possible to regard reality as a finite sphere, but it would 
have been difficult for him to work out this view in 
detail He would have had to say there was nothing out^ 
side the sphere ; but no one knew better than he did that 
there is no such thing as nothing. And this is no mere 
verbal quibble; for nothing was identified with empty 
space. Melissos saw that you cannot imagine a finite 
sphere without imagining it as surrounded by an infinite 
empty space ; ^ and as, in common with the rest of the 
school, he denied the void altogether (fr. 14), he was 
forced to say reality was spatially infinite (fr. 8). 

From the infinity of reality, it follows that it must be 
one; for, if it were not one, it would be bounded by 
something else (fr. 10). And, being one, it must be 
homogeneous throughout (fr. 10a), for that is what we 
mean by one. Reality, then, is a single, homogeneous, 
corporeal plenum, stretching out to infinity in space, and 
going backwards and forwards to infinity in time. 

142. Eleaticism was always critical, and we are not Opi>o8ition 
without indications of the attitude taken up by Melissos 
towards contemporary systems. The flaw which he 
found in the Ionian theories was that they all assumed 
some want of homogeneity in the One, which is a real 
inconsistency. Further, they all allowed the possibility 
of change ; but, if all things are one, change must be a 
form of coming into being and passing away. If you 
admit that a thing can change, you cannot maintain that 
it is eternal (fr. 11). Nor can the arrangement of the 
parts of reality alter (fr. 12), as Anaximander, for 

^ Note the disagreement with Zeno (§ 135). 
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. instance, had held ; any such change necessarily involves 
a coming into being and passing away. 

The next point made by Melissos (fr. 13) is some- 
what peculiar. Eeality, he says, cannot feel sorrow or 
pain ; for that is always due to the addition or sub^ 
traction of something, which is impossible. It is not 
easy to be sure what this refers to. Perhaps it is to the 
theory of Herakleitos with its Want and Satiety, perhaps 
to something of which no record has been preserved. 

Motion in general ^ and rarefaction and condensation 
in particular are impossible ; for both imply the existence 
of empty space (fr. 14). Divisibility, too, is excluded 
for the same reason (fr. 15). These are the same argu- 
ments which Parmenides had employed already (§ 74). 
Oppotitionto l43. In nearly all accounts of the system of Melissos, 

Pythagoreans. .,i . i» -n ^ , gu n t • -i 

With the exception of Baumker s,*** we find it stated 
that he denied the corporeality of what is real, — an 
opinion which is supported by a reference to fr. 16, 
which is certainly quoted by Simplicius to prove this 
very point. If, however, our general view as to the 
character of early Greek Philosophy is correct, this 
statement must seem quite incredible. And it will 
seem even more surprising when we find that in the 
Metaphysics^ Aristotle says that, while the unity of 
Parmenides seemed to be ideal, that of Melissos was 
material. Nor is the explanation of Zeller,*^ namely, 

" Baumkcr {N. Jahrb,/, Phil, 1886, p. 641 sq.) held that Melissos, like 
Plato and Descartes, admitted the doctrine of •fnirtfirrartt or motion t?» 
plerto (so Das Problem der McUerie, p. 59). He relies, of coarse, upon 
the conclading words of "fr. 5" (R, P. 118). But these words are not 
only not a fragment of Melissos, the context shows conclusively that they 
are not even a paraphrase of him, but merely part of Simplicius' own 
argument against Alexander. See Pabst, p. 10 sqq. 

«* Daa Probl. d. Mat, p. 57 sqq. « Met. A, 5. 9866, 18 (K. P. 84). 

^ ZeUer, p. 556 (£ng. trans, p. 681). 
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that "matter" with Aristotle ia different from "body," 
satisfactory ; for it does not make it clear how, at this 
date, any one could suppose anything but body to be 
spatially infinite. 

Now. it has already been pointed out, in the note to 
fr. 16, that a considerable liberty has been taken with 
the text by Brandis and all subsequent commentators. 
As it stands in the MSS. of Simplicius, the fragment puts 
a purely hypothetical case, while Brandis turns it into an 
exposition of the writer's own views. As it stands, it 
would most naturally be understood as a disproof of the 
existence of something on the ground that, if it existed, 
it would have to be both corporeal and one. This argu- 
ment cannot, then, refer to the Eleatic One, in which 
Melissos himself believed. So far Baumker has seen ;^ 
but it has not yet, I think, been pointed out that the 
view which this argument would refute is simply the 
Pythagorean theory of the spatial unit; and the argu- 
ment is, in fact, almost verbally the same as one of 
Zeno's.® We conclude, then, Melissos did not, any more 
than any other pre-Platonic philosopher, regard reality as 
incorporeal, and that, like Zeno, he argued against the 
Pythagorean theory of corporeal points. 

The only possible objection to this view is that Sim- 
plicius, who twice quotes the fragment,^ certainly took it 
in the sense usually given to it. But it was very natural 
for him to make this mistake. "The One" was an 
expression that had two senses in the middle of the fifth 
century B.c. ; it meant either the whole of reality or the 



^ Dob PtM, d. Mat. p. 69, n. 6. So, too, Z.* p. 611, n. 2. 

* See above, § 134 (R. P. 105c), especially the words : %l li Urif, mfmyxn 

• Phya, pp. 87, 6 and 110, 1 D. 
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poiut as a spatial unit To maintain it in the first sense^ 
the Eleatics were obliged to disprove it in the second ; 
and so it sometimes seemed that they were speaking of 
their own "One" when they really meant the other. 
We know from Simplicius himself ^*^ that this very mis- 
take had actually been made by some of his predecessors 
with regard to Zeno, and he has simply made the same 
error himself in the present case. 
Opposition to 144. The most remarkable fragment of Melissos is, 
xagorM. pgj.jj^pg^ ^jjg Yost (fr. 17). It seems to be directed against 

Anaxagoras; at least the language used seems more 
applicable to him than to any one else. Anaxagoras 
had admitted (§ 113,^7i.) that, so far as our perceptions 
go, they do not entirely agree with his theory, though he 
holds that this is due solely to their weakness. Melissos, 
taking advantage of this admission, urges that, if we give 
up the senses as the ultimate test of reality, we are not 
entitled to reject the Eleatic theory. With wonderful 
penetration he points out that if we are to say, with 
Anaxagoras, that things are a many, we are bound also 
to say that each one of them is such as the Eleatics 
declared the One to be. In other words, the only con- 
sistent pluralism is the atomic theory. 

Melissos has long been unduly depreciated owing to 
the sneers of Aristotle; but these, we have seen, are 
based upon nothing more than a somewhat pedantic 
objection to the false conversion in the early part of the 
argument. Melissos knew nothing about the rules of 
conversion, and if he had, he could easily have made his 
reasoning .formally correct without modifying his system. 
His greatness consisted in this, that not only was he the 
real " sy stematiser " of Eleaticism, as Baumker justly calls 

7® Phys. p. 138, 29 D sqq. 
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bim,^ but he was also able to see, before the pluralists 
saw it themselves, the only way in which the theory that 
things are a many could be consistently worked out. 
We shall see in the next chapter how this was done ; at 
present we have only to call attention to the penetration 
displayed by Melissos in his estimate alike of the past 
history of philosophy and of its future development, and 
to protest against the unjust estimate of him which hns 
80 long prevailed.^2 

^ DtM ProUtm der MQlerie^ p. 57. 

^ Bauxnker, op. cit, p. 58, n. 8 : "That Melissos was a weakling is a 
fahle conveniie that ))eopIe repeat after Aristotle, who was unable to 
appreciate the Eleatics in general, and in particular misunderstood Melis^oa 
not inconsiderably." 



CHAPTER IX. 



THE REVIVAL OF PHILOSOPHY IN IONIA. 



The revival 145. The victories of Kimou as general of the inari- 

actcr. ^ ^' time confederacy headed by Athens had delivered the 
lonians from the fear of Persia, and one result of this 
was a great renewal of scientific activity in the cities of 
Asia Minor. The revival took several forms. It was 
not unnatural that philosophy should seek at tirst to run 
in its old channels, and we hear once more of men who 
maintained the early Milesian theories. No doubt the 
school had gone on existing in an obscure way ever since 
the time of Anaximenes (§ 98), though perhaps its seat 
had been shifted to the neighbouring Samos. Hippou 
was probably a native of that island, and so was 
Melissos, who may well have been a member of the 
society in his youth (§ 137). We note also that the 
views of Anaxagoras had been widely disseminated at 
this time, probably by the school at Lampsakos (§ 100), 
and we shall have to study a remarkable attempt to fuse 
them with the system of Anaximenes. But it was 
Miletos that produced Leukippos, the man who virtually 
brought the first period in the history of Greek philo- 
sophy to a close by putting forward the most complete 
explanation of the world that could be given on the 
hypothesis then prevalent. It was with Miletos we 
began, and with Miletos we shall end ; for the subse- 
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qiient activity of the school at Abdera, so far as it was 
original, belongs to the next period in the development 
of science. 

I. ffippon of Samos. 

146. We know very little indeed of Hippon, except 
that he was a contemporary of Perikles. From the 
scholiast on Aristophanes ^ we learn that Kratinos 
satirised him in his Panoptai, and Aristotle mentions 
him in the enumeration of early philosophers given in 
the First Book of the Metaphysics?' though only to say 
that the inferiority of his intellect deprives him of all 
claim to be reckoned among them. 

With regard to his views, the most precise statement Moisture, 
is that of Alexander, who doubtless follows Theophrastos.^ 
It is to the effect that he held the primary substance to 
be Moisture, without deciding whether it was Water or 
Air.* We have the authority of Aristotle* and Theo- 
phrastos, represented by Hippolytos,® for saying that this 
theory was supported by physiological arguments of the 
kind common at the time. 

Till quite recently no fragment of Hippon was known 
to exist, but a single one has just been recovered from 
the Geneva Scholia on Horner.^ It is directed against 

' Schol. on Clomhy 96. See Bergk, Reliquioi Com, Alt, pp. 164-185. 

* Met. A, 8. 984a, 8 (R. P. 172a). 

' That Theophrastos did say something about Hippon is proved by the 
fact that HippolytoH has preserved an extract relating to him ; of. n. 6. 

•Alex, in Met, 21. 17, Bon. (R. P. 172). 

» De An, A, 2. 4056, 2 (R. P. 173 A). 

•Btf,i. 16 (R. P. 173 B). 

' Schol, Gen, i. 198, 10. Cf. Diels in Arch, iv. 653. The extract, like 
the lines from Xenophanes, fr. 11, comes from the Homeric commentary 
by Krates of Mallos (c. 167 B.C.), the chief opponent of Aristarchos. 
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the old assumption that the " waters under the earth " 
are an independent source of moisture,® and runs thus : — 

The waters we drink are all from the sea ; for if wells were 
dee])er than the sea, then it would not, doubtless, be from the 
sea that we drink, but from some other source. But as it is, 
the sea is deeper than the waters, so all the waters that are 
above the sea come from it 

We observe here the universal assumption that water 
tends to rise from the earth, not to sink into it. 

Along with Hippon, Idaios of Himera * may just be 
mentioned. We know nothing of him except that he 
held air to be the primary substance. 

II. Leukippos of Miletos, 

Life. 147. The very existence of Leukippos has been called 

in question by E. Bohde on the ground of a character- 
istic statement by Epicurus, that there never was such a 
philosopher at all.^^ This question is intimately bound 
up with that as to the date of Demokritos. If we hold 
with Diels that Demokritos cannot have been born before 
460 B.c.,^^ we can hardly admit that he was the real 
originator of the atomic theory ; for there are undeniable 
traces of atomism at a time when, on this view, he would 
have been too young to work out a theory of reality. 

8 Chap. L § 9. • Sext. Math. ix. 360. 

*® For the literature of this controversy see R. P. liSb,Jin. The remark 
of Epicunis is quoted in D. L. x. 13 (R. P. 1436). It apparently occurred 
in the course of a tirade, intended to show that Epicurus was not indebted 
to any predecessor. On other occasions, however, he appears to have 
argued against Leukippos, and distinguished him from Demokritos. See 
UseDer, Epicurea^ Index A^ominum, 8,v, 

^^ Rh, Mu8. xxxi. 29. Demokritos said himself that he wrote the BL»^«r 
^M^fMf 730 years after the fall of Troy. If he used the same era as 
Ephoros, 1150 B,c., this would give 420 B.o. as the date of that work. 
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It is certaiD, too, as we shall see, that Aristotle attri- 
buted the discovery of the atomic theory to Leukippos, 
and that Theophrastos ^^ ascribed to him a work that 
usually went by the name of Demokritos.^ 

Bohde makes much of the way in which Leukippos 
is slurred over by every one except Aristotle and Theo- 
phrastos. If, he argues, Demokritos was to Leukippos 
merely what Theophi-astos was to Aristotle, or Beinhold 
to Kant, how is it that we find every one ascribing to 
him the chief share in the glory of inventing the atomic 
theory ? To this question Kohde has himself supplied 
the answer in a footnote to one of his articles.^^ He 
points out there, quite correctly, that the common view 
implies the existence of a regular atomistic school at 
Abdera. So it undoubtedly does ; the treatises which 
were collected in the '' works " of Demokritos must have 
bee due to the co-operation of a whole society, so that it 
became impossible to say who in particular was the real 
originator of any theory set forth in them. But this, as 
we know now (§ XIL), is very far indeed from being an 
objection. It is much more likely than not that the 
working out of the atomic theory was not, properly 
speaking, due to any one man. Later antiquity studied 
it in the more elaborate form which it attained under 
Demokritos, and this sufficiently accounts for the way in 
which Leukippos is ignored. We shall therefore, with 

^ Ap. D. L. ix. 46 (R. P. 1436). 

^' The Uiyut 2id»»^fit (B. P. 1436). In Stob. Ell. I 160, a seutence is 
qnoted which purports to come from a work by Leukippos on Notu, 
Zeller is inclined to agree with Heeren that there is some confusion here 
with Demokritos. The remark in R. P. 1436, that the quotation goes 
back to Theophrastos, is inaccurate. It is very doubtful whether it comes 
even from the Velusta Placiia {Dox, p. 215). In M. X. G. 980a, 8, we 
have the phrase U vms Atuxi^^tv 4MiX«vf»i»Mf kiytt, 

" Jahrb. /. KL PhU. t*. P&d, vol. cxxiii. p. 742. 
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Diels, follow Aristotle and Theophrastos in regarding him 
as the real originator of the system.^* 

The latter authority further tells us that Leukippos 
was a member of the Eleatic School, and perhaps, though 
this is more than doubtful, that he had been a disciple 
of Zeno.^® It is certainly more likely that he had 
" heard " Melissos, who lived so near his own home, and 
who had actually uttered the formula of atomism, though 
he did not adopt it (§ 144). 
The theory of 148. Theophrastos, in the First Book of his Opinions, 
wrote of Leukippos somewhat as follows : — 

** The argument of Diels is briefly as follows : — According to Theo- 
phrastos, DiogoDes of Apollonia borrowed some of his theories from 
Anaxagoras and some from Leukippos (R. P. 159a). Diogenes, as Bohde 
has admitted {Jahrb, f, Kl, Phil, cxxiii. p. 146), is parodied in the Clouds 
of Aristophanes, which was produced in 423 b.c. Now Demokritos, 
according to Apollodoros, did not '* flourish " tiU 420 B.C., a date founded 
on that of the fdtxfit ^i«»«r^«« (n. 11) ; and if this is right, any traces of 
atomism to be found in Diogenes must be due to an earlier thinker. And 
Diels holds that Apollodoros must be nearly right (cf. also Busolt, Or. 
Gesch. ii. p. 307, ».) ; for his calculation is coniirmed by the remark of 
Demokritos himself (R. P. 144 B), that he was a young man in the old 
age of Anaxagoras. This seems to imply that Anaxagoras was already 
dead, and we know that he survived his expulsion from Athens. If, as 
seems probable, Demokritos when a young man "heard" Anaxagoras at 
Lampsakos after 430 B.C., he can hardly have founded his own school at 
Abdera before 420 ; and the fact that Diogenes had published before that 
year a work bearing traces of the atomic theory, proves that theory to be 
earlier than Demokritos. On the other hand, Zeller (pp. 852, 920 ; Eng. 
trans, ii. pp. 806, 381) surely goes too far in holding that there are traces 
of the atomic theory even in Anaxagoras and Melissos. 

" Dox. p. 483 (R. P. 143). The words ••/►•»»>»r«f HaffUfit^ rns ^iX#- 
r«^i«f do not, of course, imply personal intercourse with Parmenides any 
more than the precisely similar statement as to the relation between 
Anaxagoras and Anaximeues (Chap. VI. § 98). They mean nothing more 
than that L. had been an Eleatic. The relationship to Zeno is mentioned 
both by Hippolytos {Ref. i. 12. 1) and D. L. ix. 30 (R, P. 143a). Diels 
is cM^cordingly inclined to believe that Zeno's name has dropped out of 
the Theophrastean extract preserved by Simplicius {Dox. p. 483, n. o, 11). 
But the view in question would arise at once from the belief that L. was a 
native of Elea (n. 17), and the relation to Melissos snggest/ed in the text 
seems far more probable. 
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Leukippos of Elea or Miletos (for both accounts are given of 
bim ^^) had been an adherent of the Parmenidean philosophy ; 
he did not, however, follow the same path in his explanation 
of things as Parmenides and Xeiiophanes did, but, to all appear- 
ances, the very opposite (R P. 143). They made the All one, 
immovable, uncreated, and finite, and did not even permit us 
to search for what is not ; he assumed innumerable and ever- 
moving elements, namely, the atoms. And he made their 
forms infinite in number, since there was no reason why they 
should be of one kind rather than another, and because he saw 
that there was unceasing becoming and change in things. He 
held, further, that xcliaJt is is no more real than whai is notj and 
that both are alike causes of the things that come into being ; 
for he laid down that the substance of the atoms was compact 
and full, and he called them what is, while they moved in the 
void which he called tchat is 7iof, but affirmed to be just as real 
asifAa/ w(R. P. 148 B). 

149. It will be observed that Theophrastos, while Leukippos and 

the Kleatics. 

noting the affiliation of Leukippos to the Eleatic School, 
points out that his theory is, prima facie,^^ just the 
opposite of that maintained by Parmenides. Many 
historians of philosophy have been led by this appear- 
ance to discredit the Eleaticism of Leukippos altogether ; 

'" It is easy to see how LeukipiK)s might romc to be regarded as a native 
of Elea, but it is hard to understand wliy he should be called a Milesian 
unless he really was so. The statement of I). L. ix. 30 (R. P. 143a), that 
he was a Melian, is, no doubt, due to a simple clerical error, helped by a 
reminiscence of Diagoras the atheist. The opposite mistake is to be 
found in Actios (i. 7. 1), where Dingoras is called a Milesian in the two 
Itcst MSS. of the Placita, an error repeated by Eusebios and Theodoret. 
The Ps. -Galen and the inferior Parisian MS. (C) have alone preserved 
the true reading {Dox. p. 14). The certainly erroneous tradition that 
Demokritos was a Milesian, preserve<i by D. L. ix. 34 (R. P. 144a), con- 
tinns our view as to Leukippos. Demokritos has been called a Milesian 
from precisely the same confusion of ideas that made Leukippos an £leate. 
On the other hand, Leukippos appears as an Abderite in Ps. -Galen, 
H. PhU. fr. 3 {Doz. p. 601, 9). 

^* The words if h»u do not imply assent to the view introduced by 
them. 

23 



354 EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHY. 

but nothing can be more superficial than such a doubt, 
and we must not suppose Theophrastos himself believed 
the two theories to be so far apart as they seem. As 
this is really one of the most important points in the 
whole history of early Greek philosophy ; and as, rightly 
understood, it furnishes the key to the whole develop- 
ment, it will be worth while to transcribe at length a 
passage of Aristotle ^^ in which the connection between 
Eleaticism and Atomism is explained in a way that 
leaves nothing to be desired. 

Leukippos and Demokritos have decided about all things 
practically by the same method and on the same theory, taking 
as their starting-point ivhat naturally comes first Some of the 
ancients had held that the real must necessarily be one and 
immovable ; for, said they, empty space is not real, and motion 
would be impossible without empty space separated from 
matter; nor, further, could reality be a many, if there were 
nothing to separate things. And it makes no difference if any 
one holds that the All is not continuous, but discrete, with its 
parts in contact {Pythagorean mew\ instead of holding that 
reality is many, not one, and that there is empty space. For, 
if it is divisible at every point there is no one, and therefore no 
many, and the Whole is empty (Zeno) ; while, if we say it is 
divisible in one place and not in another, this looks like an 
arbitrary fiction ; for up to what point and for what reason will 
part of the Whole be in this state and be full, while the rest is 
discrete? And, on the same grounds, thejr further say that 
there can be no motion. In consequence of these reasonings, 
then, going beyond perception and overlooking it in the belief 
that we ought to follow the argument, they say that the All is 
one and immovable, and some of them that it is infinite 
(Melissos), for any limit would be bounded by empty space. 
This, then, is the opinion they expressed about the truth, and 
these are the reasons which led them to do so. Kow, so far as 
arguments go, this conclusion does seem to follow ; but, if we 
appeal to facts, to hold such a view looks like madness. No 
i» Gen. Corr. A, 8. 3246, 35 sqq. (R. P. 148 A). 
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one who is mad is so far out of his senses that fire and ice 
appear to him to be one ; it is only things that are right, and 
things that appear right from habit, in which madness makes 
some people see no difference. 

Ijeukippos, however, thought he had a theory which was in 
harmony with sense - perception, and did not do away with 
coming into being and passing away, nor motion, nor the multi- 
plicity of things. He made this concession to experience, while 
he conceded, on the other hand, to those who invented the One 
that motion was impossible without the void, that the void was 
not real, and that nothing of what was real was not real. 
" For," said he, " that which is, strictly speaking, real is an abso- 
lute plenum ; but the plenum is not one. On the contrary, 
there are an infinite number of them, and they are invisible 
owing to the smallness uf their bulk. They move in the void 
(for there is a void) ; and by their coming together they effect 
coming into being; by their separation, passing away." 

It is true that in this passage Melissos is not named, 
but the reference to him is quite unmistakable. He 
was the only Eleatic who made reality infinite, and this 
is distinctly mentioned here. We are therefore justified 
by the passage in explaining the genesis of Atomism and 
its relation to Eleaticism as follows. Zeno had shown 
that all pluralist systems yet known, and especially 
Pythagoreanism, were unable to stand before the argu- 
ments from infinite divisibility which he adduced 
Melissos had reiterated this, and had added, by way 
of reductio ad ahsurdum, that, if there were many things, 
each one of them must be such as the Eleatics held the 
One to be. To this Leukippos answers, " Why not ? " 
He admitted the force of Zeno's arguments by setting 
a limit to divisibility, and to each of the atoms which 
he thus arrived at he ascribed all the predicates of the 
Eleatic One ; for Parmenides had shown that if it is, it 
must have these predicates somehow. The same view 
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is implied in a passage of Aristotle's Physics?^ " Some," 
we are there told, " surrendered to both arguments; to the 
first, the argument that all things are one, if the word 
is is used in one sense only (Parmenulcs), by affirming 
the reality of what is not ; to the second, that based on 
dichotomy (Zeno), by introducing indivisible magnitudes." 
Atoms. 150. We must observe that the atom is not mathe- 
matically indivisible, for it has magnitude ; it is, however, 
physically indivisible, because, like the One of Parmenides, 
it contains in it no empty space.^^ Each atom has ex- 
tension, and is not, as in some modern theories,^ reduced 
to a mathematical point, which is a centre of force. Matter 
and energy were still undistinguished; body was the form 
in which both were imagined, and the history of physical 
theories as to the constitution of the sensible world is 
little more than an account of the way in which energy 
gradually took its place alongside of matter as an equally 
real thing, tending more and more to replace it altogether. 
All the atoms were exactly alike in quality,^ and there- 
fore all difiFerences in things must be accounted for either 
by the shape of the atoms or by their arrangement. 
It is not quite certain whether the three ways in which 
differences arise, namely, shape, position, and arrange- 
ment,^ were already clearly distinguished by Leukippos, 

» Phys, A. 3. 187a, 1 (R. P. 105c). 

^ The Epicureans niisunderetood or misrepresented tliis point. See 
Zeller, 778, n. 1 (Eng. trans, ii. 225, n. 2), and in general the doxographical 
tradition as to the Atomists has been seriously perverted by Epicurean 
ignorance of history. {Dox. p. 219.) 

** Modern Atomism really dates from Dalton ; that of Oassendi was 
ancient Atomism revived. On the whole subject, see Stallo, The Concept 
of Modern Phynirn. 

*-» De C<fJ.o, a, 7. 2756, 32, they liave all one fC^tg ; Phya, r, 4. 203a, 
34, that which is common to them all is simply body, 

2* For these see Arist. Met. A, 4. 9856, 13-22 (R. P. 147). Theophr. 
Phya. Op, fr. 8 (R. P. 148 B). 
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or whether they belong rather to the later elaboration 
of the theory by Demokritos. It seems most likely that 
these more precise determinations of the doctrine were 
rendered necessary by the epistemological difficulties 
which Protagoras raised explicitly for the first time, and 
they therefore fall outside the scope of the present 
work.** 

151. Leukippos affirmed the existence both of theTboToid. 
Full and the Empty, terms which he doubtless borrowed 
from Melissos.^ As we have seen, he had to assume the 
existence of empty space in order to make his explana- 
tion of the nature of body possible. Space had been 
denied by the Eleatics on the ground that it was not 
corporeal, and therefore could not exist (§ 72). The 
Pythagoreans had, indeed, asserted its reality, but they 
had not been able to grasp the idea of abstract space, of 
an absolute void ; they identified it with the unlimited 
Air (§ 119). leukippos was the first to reach clear 
views on the subject. He admitted, indeed, that space 
was not real, that is to say, corporeal ; but he maintained 
that it existed all the same. He hardly, it is true, had 
words to express his discovery in ; for the verb " to be " 
had hitherto been used by philosophers only of body. 
But he did his best to make his meaning clear by saying 
that '* what is not " (in the old corporealist sense) " is " 
(in another sense) just as much as " what is." The void 
is as real as body. 

It is a curious fact that the Atomists, who are com- 
monly regarded as the great materialists of antiquity, 
were actually the first to say distinctly that a thing 
might be real without being a body. 

" Cf. Introduction, § I. n. 1. 

«• Arist. Met, A. 4. 9856, 4 (R. P. 147). Cf. Meliasos, fr. 14. 
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152. Most of the statements that have been handed 
down with regard to the cosmology of Leukippos are 
rendered useless by their confusion with the later views 
of Demokritos. There can be no doubt, however, that 
Theophrastos treated Leukippos separately, and Diels has 
noted some cases where quite different theories are 
attributed to the two philosophers.*^ Hippolytos ^ gives 
the following account of Leukippos' theory with regard 
to the origin of the worlds :— 

He says that the worlds arise when many bodies are collected 
together into the mighty void from the surrounding space and 
rush together. They come into collision, and those which are 
of similar shape and like form become entangled, and from their 
entanglement the heavenly bodies arise. 

It was natural for Leukippos to revert once more to 
the old theory of " innumerable worlds,** for there was 
nothing in his system to render it impossible. We may 
note, too, that his view as to the way in which these 
worlds come into being is based on that of Anaxagoras. 
But it is not safe to go further in the discussion of 
details ; for these have been for the most part handed 
down in the form they assumed in the next generation.*^ 

153. With the theory of Leukippos, our story should 
properly come to an end ; for he answered the question 
that Thales had been the first to ask. He had dis- 
covered how body must be regarded if we consider it to 
be the ultimate reality. Or at least he had given the 

^ See, for instance, Aet. iii. S. 10 and 11, where Leukippos is credited 
with an explanation of thunder resembling the old Ionic one, while that 
of Demokritos is more intimately connected with the atomic theory. 

« Rtf. i. 12. 2. 

* In particular, we must not ascribe to Leukippos the Demokritean 
explanation of the ''secondary qualities of matter" as subjective impres- 
sions. That view depends on the Protagorean doctrine that "Man is 
the measure of all things." 
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most satisfactory accoant of the matter ; for the system 
of Anaxagoras, thoagh it equally took account of Zeno's 
criticisms, was wanting in that simplicity which forms 
the chief attraction of Atomism. But the full import- 
ance of the new view was not at once seen, and we must 
therefore turn now to the consideration of an attempt to 
maintain the older monistic theory in the face of it. 

III. Diogaies of Apollonia. 

154. After discussing the three great representatives of i>»te. 
the Milesian School, Theophrastos ** went on to say : — 

And Diogenes of Apollonia, too, who was almost the latest 
of those who gave themselves up to these studies, wrote most 
of his work in an eclectic fashion, agreeing in some points with 
Anaxagoras and in others with Leukippos. He, too, says that 
the primary substance of the universe is Air infinite and eternal, 
from which by condensation, rarefaction, and change of state, 
the form of everything else arises (R. P. 159a). 

This passage shows that the ApoUoniate was somewhat 
later in date than the statement in Diogenes ^ that he 
was contemporaiy with Anaxagoras would lead us to 
suppose, and the fact that he is satirised in the Clouds of 
Aristophanes points in the same direction.^* Schleier- 

^ I agree with Diels {Le.uhippofi uml Diogenes fx>n Apollonia, Rh, 
Mv9, xlii. 1 sqq.) in attributing this whole passage to Theophrastos. 
There seems to be very little to be said in favour of Natorp's view, that 
the words are merely those of Simplicins {Diogenes ron Apollonia^ ib, xli. 
349 sqq.)» and his reply to Diels {XochmcUs Diogenes und Leukippos) 
adds nothing new to the argument. 

^ D. L. ix. 57 (R. P. 159). The statement of Antisthenes, that he had 
"heard'* Anaximenes, is due to the common confusion. He was, doubt- 
less, like Anaxagoras, "an associate of the philosophy of Anaximenes." 
Cf. Chap. VI. § 98. 

■* Clouds^ 227 sqq., where Sokrates talks of " mixing his subtle thought 
with the kindred air," etc. The word Ufuis was used by Diogenes, 

Tlieophr. De Sens, 44 : »mXvu* yk^ riif U/imim, rif 94Ut. 
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macher held, indeed, that Anaxagoras was younger than 
Diogenes, to whom he accordingly gave the priority as to 
those doctrines in which they agreed ; but this can no 
longer be maintained. Diogenes was not an innovator 
who prepared the way for the Anaxagorean theory of 
Nous, but a reactionary who strove to restore the attribute 
of intelligence to the primary substance of the Milesian 
School. Of the life of Diogenes we know next to no- 
thing. He was the son of ApoUothemis, and came from 
Apollonia in Crete.^ The Ionic dialect in which he 
wrote is no objection to this ; it was the regular dialect 
for cosmological works. 

The fact that Diogenes was parodied in the Clouds, 
suggests that he had found his way to Athens ; and we 
have the excellent authority of Demetrios Phalereus^ 
for saying that the Athenians treated him in the usual 
way. He excited so great dislike as nearly to imperil his 
life. 
writingH. 155. Simplicius aflBrms that Diogenes wrote several 
works, though he allows that only one survived till his 
own day, namely, the ITepl <f>va€a)^,^ This statement is 
based upon references in the surviving work itself, and 
is not to be lightly rejected. In particular, it is very 
credible that he wrote a tract Against tJie Sophists, 
that is to say, the pluralist cosmologists of the day.** 
That he wrote a book called The Nature of Man is also 
probable. This would be a physiological or medical 
treatise, and perhaps the famous fragment about the 
veins comes from it.*^ 

» D. L. ix. 57 (R. p. 159 and 159a). 

* Ap. D. L. ix. 57. » Phys, 151, 24 D (R. P. 160a). 

^ Simplicius {loc. cU.) calls them ^u^fXiyt, but adds that Diogenes 
himself used the older term, f^termi 

^ Quoted in a free manner by Arist. Hist, An, r, 2. 5116, 30 sqq. 
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156. The work of Diogenes seems to have been long The frag- 
ments, 
preserved ; practically all the fairly extensive fragments 

which we still have are derived from Simplicius. I give 

them as they are arranged by Schorn — 

(1.) In beginning any discourse, it seems to me that one 
should make one's starting - point something undisputed, and 
one's expression simple and dignified. R. P. 160. 

(2.) My view is, to sum it up briefly, that all things are difTer- 
entiations of the same thing, and are the same thing. And this 
is obvious ; for, if the things which are now in this world — earth, 
and water, and air and fire, and the other things which we see 
existing in this world — if any one of these things, I say, were 
different from any other, different, that is, by having a substance 
peculiar to itself ; and if it were not the same thing that is often 
changed and differentiated, then things could not in any way 
mix with one another, nor could they do one another good or 
harm. Neither could a plant grow out of the earth, nor any 
plant or animal come into being unless things were composed in 
such a way as to be the same. But all these things arise from the 
same thing ; they are differentiated and take different forms at 
different times, and return again to the same thing. R. P. 161. 

(3.) But this, too, appears to me to be obvious, that it is both 
great, and mighty, and eternal, and undying, and of great 
knowledge. R P. 162. 

(4.) For it would not bo possible for it to be divided as it is 
without intelligence, so as to keep the measures of all things, of 
winter and summer, of day and night, of rains and winds and 
fair weather. And any one who cares to reflect will find that 
everything else is disposed in the best possible manner. R. P. 
163. 

(5.) And, further, there are still the following great proofs. 
Men and all other animals live upon air by breathing it, and 
this is their soul and their intelligence, as will be clearly shown 
in this work ; while, when this is taken away, they die, and their 
intelligence fails. R. P. 163. 

(6.) And my view is, that that which has intelligence is what 
men call air, and that all things have their course steered by it, 
and that it has power over all things. For this very thing I 
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hold to be a god,^^ and to reach everywhere, and to dispose 
everything, and to be in everything ; and there is not anything 
which does not partake in it. Yet no single thing partakes in 
it just in the same way as another ; but there are many modes 
both of air and of intelligence. For it undergoes many trans- 
formations, warmer and colder, drier and moistcr, more stable 
and in swifter motion, and it has many other differentiations in 
it, and an infinite number of colours and savours. And the 
soul of all living things is the same, namely, air warmer than 
that outside us and in which we are, but much colder than that 
near the sun. And this warmth is not alike in any two kinds 
of living creatures, nor, for the matter of that, in any two men ; 
but it does not differ much, only so far as is compatible with 
their being alike. At the same time, it is not possible for any 
of the things which are differentiated to be exactly like one 
another till they all once more become the same. 

Since, then, differentiation is multiform, living creatures 
are multiform and many, and they are like one another neither 
in appearance nor in intelligence, because of the multitude of 
differentiations. At the same time, they all live, and see, and 
hear by the same thing, and they all have their intelligence from 
the same source (R. P. 164). 

(7.) And this itself is an eternal and undying body, but of 
those things ^^ some come into being and some pass away. 

The medical 157. We have had occasion to note more than once 

the growing influence of medicine ujjon philosophy.*^ 
It was far from being an entirely good influence; for 
while, as we have seen, all progress at this time was 
necessarily in the direction of pluralism, medical theorisers 

^ The MSS. of Simplicius liave ihs, not his ; but I adopt Usener's 
certain correction printed in R. P. It is confirmed by the statement of 
Theophrastos, that the air within us is ** a small iK>rtion of the god " (De 
tSms. 42), and by Philodemos {Dox. p. 536), where we read that Diogenes 
praises Homer, rot «i^« ym^ murit A/« vofut^uv f 91^*9 f liru^n itmt tihivm riv Am 
xiyu (cf. Cic. N. D. I 12. 29). 

* The MSS. of Simplicius have rf J«, but surely the Aldine rSt li is 
right. 

*> See above, Chap. V. ». 17 ; Chap. VI. § 106. 
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required, or thought they required, a monistic foundation 
for their systems. That the chief interest of Diogenes 
was a physiological one, is clear from his elaborate 
account of the veins, preserved by Aristotle.*^ It is 
noticeable, too, that one of his arguments for the under- 
lying unity of all substances is that without this it would 
be impossible to understand how one thing could do good 
or harm to another (fr. 2). In fact, the writing of 
Diogenes is essentially of the same character as a good 
deal of the pseudo-Hippokratean literature,^^ and there is 
much to be said for the view that the writers of these 
curious tracts made use of him very much as they did of 
Anaxagoras and Herakleitos/' 

158. like Anaximenes, Diogenes regarded Air as the Cosmology, 
primary substance ; but we see from his arguments that 
he lived at a time when other views had become prevalent. 
He speaks clearly of the four Empedoklean elements 
(fr. 2), and he is careful to attribute to Air the attributes 
of Nous as taught by Anaxagoras (fr. 4). The doxo- 
graphical tradition as to his cosmological views is fairly 
preserved — 

Diogenes of Apollonia makes air tho element, and holds that 
all things are in motion, and that there are innumerable worlds. 
And he describes the origin of the world thus. When the All 
moves and becomes rare in one place and dense in another, 
where the dense met together it formed a mass, and then the 

« See n. 37. 

** On which see Ilberg, Studia Psetulippocratea, 

^ See Weygoldt, Zu Diogtnea von Apollonia, in At^, i. p. 161 sqq. 
Hippokrates himself represented just the opposite tendency to that of 
those writers. His great achievement was .the separation of medicine 
from philosophy, a separation most beneficial to both (Celsus, 1. pr.). 
This is why the Hippokratean corpus contains some works in which the 
"sophists " are denounced and others in which thtir writings are pillaged. 
To the latter class belong the iri^j hmirfis and the irt^ furHv ; to the former, 
especially the irtpi ifx*'*^^ tmrfucfis* 
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other things arose in the same way, the lightest parts occupying 
the highest position and producing the sun. Piut. Strojii. 
fr. 12 (R. P. 168 A). 

Nothing arises from what is not nor passes away into what is 
not. The earth is round, poised in the middle, having received 
its shape through the revolution proceeding from the wann and 
its solidification from the cold. D. L. ix. 57 (R. P. 168 B). 

The heavenly bodies were like pumice-stone. He thinks 
they are the breathing-holes of the world, and that they are red- 
hot. Aet. iL 13. 5 (R. P. 168 I)). 

The sun was like pumice-stone, and into it the rays from the 
cether fix themselves. Aet. ii. 20. 10. The moon was a 
pumice-like conflagration. lb. ii. 25. 10. 

Along with the visible heavenly bodies revolve invisible stones, 
which for that very reason are nameless ; but they often fall to 
earth and are extinguished like the stone star which fell down 
flaming at Aigospotamos. lb, ii. 13. 9. 

We have here nothing more than the old Ionian doctrine 
with a few additions from more recent sources. Rare- 
faction and condensation still hold their place in the 
explanation of the opposites, warm and cold, dry and 
moist, stable and mobile (fr. 6). The diflferentiations 
into opposites which Air may undergo are, as Anaxagoms 
had taught, infinite in number (fr. 6) ; but all may be 
reduced to the primary opposition of rare and dense. 
We may gather, too, from Censorinus** that Diogenes 
did not, like Anaximenes, speak of earth and water as 
arising from Air by condensation, but rather of blood, 
flesh, and bones. In this he followed Anaxagoras 
(§ 106), as it was natural that he should. That portion 
of Air, on the other hand, which was rarefied became 
fiery, and produced the sun and heavenly bodies. The 
circular motion of the world is due to the intelligence 
of the Air, as is also the division of all things into 

** De die natali, 6. 1 {Dox. p. 190). 
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different forms of body and the observance of the 
•' measures ** by these forms.*^ 

Like Anaximander (§ 19), Diogenes regarded the sea 
as the remainder of the original moist state, which had 
been partially evaporated by the sun, so as to separate 
out the remaining earth.*® The earth itself is round, 
that is to say, it is a disc : for the language of the 
doxographers does not point to the spherical form.*^ Its 
solidification by the cold is due to the fact that cold 
is a form of condensation. 

Diogenes did not hold with the earlier cosmologists 
that the heavenly bodies were made of air or fire, nor 
yet with Anaxagoras, that they were stones. They were, 
he said, pumice - like, a view which seems to be an 
attempt to reconcile the other two. They were earthy, 
indeed, but not solid, and the celestial fire permeated 
their pores. And this explains why we do not see the 
dark bodies which, in common with Anaxagoras, he held 
to revolve along with the stars. They really are solid 
stones, and therefore cannot be penetrated by the fire. 
It was one of these that fell into the Aigospotamos. 
Like Anaxagoras, Diogenes affirmed that the inclination 
of the world happened subsequently to the rise of 
animals from the earth.« 

We are prepared to find that Diogenes held the 
doctrine of innumerable worlds ; for it was the old 
Milesian belief, and had just been revived by Anaxagoras. 
He is mentioned with the rest in the Placita ; and if 
Simplicius classes him and Auaximenes with Herakleitos 



^ On the " measures" see Chap. III. § 59. 

*» Theophr. ap. Alex, in MtUor. 15, 2. 355a, 21 {Dox. p. 494). 

^'D. L. ix. 67(R. P. 168 B). 

« Aet. ii. 8. 1 (R. P. 168 C). 
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as holding the Stoic doctrine of successive formations 
and destructions of a single world, he has merely been 
misled by the " accommodators." *® 
Animals and 158. Living creatures arose from the earth, doubtless 
under the influence of heat. Their souls, of course, 
were air, and their diflTerences were due to the various 
degrees in which it was rarefied or condensed (fr. 6). 
The views of Diogenes as to generation, respiration, and 
the blood, belong to the history of medicine ; ^ his theory 
of sensation, too, as it is described by Theophrastos,^^ 
need only be mentioned in passing. Briefly stated, it 
amounts to this, that all sensation is due to the action 
of air upon the brain and other organs, while pleasure 
is simply aeration of the blood. But the details of the 
theory can only be studied properly in connexion with 
the Hippokratean writings ; for Diogenes does not really 
represent the old cosmological tradition, but a fresh 
development of reactionary philosophical views combined 
with an cntirelv new enthusiasm for detailed investiga- 
tion and accumulation of facts. 

IV. Archelaos. 

Anaxagoreans. 159. The last of the early cosmologists was Archelaos 
of Athens, who was a disciple of Anaxagoras.^^ He is 
also said to have been the teacher of Sokrates, a state- 
ment by no means so improbable as is sometimes 
supposed.^"* There is no reason to doubt the tradition 

« Simpl. Phy»./. 257 w. See Chap. L ». 124. 
** For these see Censorinus, quoted in Dox. p. 191. 
" Theophr. Sens, 39 sqq. {Dox. p. 510 sqq.). 
« D. L. ii. 16 (R, P. 169). 

^ On the question of Sokrates* relation to the cosmologists, see A. 
Chiapelli in Arch. iv. 369 8<iq. 
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that Archelaos succeeded Anaxagoras in the school at 
Lampsakos.^ We certainly hear a good deal about 
Anaxagoreans,^ though their fame was soon obscured by 
the rise of the Sophists, as we call them. 

160. On the cosmology of Archelaos, Hippoly tos ^ Co&moio 
writes as follows : — 

Archelaos was by birth an Athenian, and the son of ApoUo- 
doros. He spoke of the mixture of matter in a similar way to 
Anaxagoras, and of the first principles likewise. He held, 
however, that there was a certain mixture immanent even in 
Nous. And he held that there were two efficient causes which 
were separated oflf^^ from one another, namely, the warm and 
the cold. The former was in motion, the latter at rest. When 
the water was liquefied it flowed to the centre, and there boing 
burnt up it turned to earth and air, the latter of which was 
borne upwards, while the foimer took up its position below. 
These, then, are the reasons why the earth is at rest, and why 
it came into being. It lies in the centre, being practically no 
appreciable part of the universe. (But the air surrounds and 
rules over all things),^ being produced by the burning of the 
fire, and from its original combustion comes the substance of 
the heavenly bodies. Of these the sun is the largest, and the 
moon second : the rest are of various sizes. He savs that the 
heavens were inclined, and that then the sun made light upon 
the earth, made the air transparent, and the earth dry ; for it 
was originally a pond, being high at the circumference anil 
hollow in the centre. He adduces as a proof of this hoUow- 
ness that the sun does not rise and. set at the same time for all 
peoples, £LS it ought to do if the earth were level. As to animals, 
he says that when the earth was first being warmed in the lower 
part where the warm and the cold were mingled together, many 
living creatures appeared, and especially men, all having the 

»* Euseb. P, E. X. 14, p. 504. 

^ Anaxagoreanb are mentioned by Plato, KrcU. 409 A, and often by 
the Aristotelian commentators. 

« B^f. i. 9 (R. P. 171). ^ Adopting the correction of Diels. 

" Adopting Roeper's supplement. 
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same manner of life, and deriving their sustenance from the 
slimo ; they did not live long, and later on generation from 
one another began. And men were distinguished from the rest, 
and set up leaders, and laws, and arts, and cities, and so forth. 
And he says that Nous is implanted in all animals alike ; for 
each of the animals, as well as man, makes use of Xous, but 
some quicker and some slower. 

It is not necessary to say much with regard to this 
theory, which in many respects contrasts unfavourably 
with its predecessors. It is clear that, just as Diogenes 
had tried to introduce certain Anaxagorean ideas into the 
philosophy of Anaximenes, so Archelaos sought to bring 
Anaxagoreanism nearer to the old Ionic views by supple- 
menting it with the opposition of warm and cold, rare 
and dense, and by stripping Nous of that simplicity 
which had marked it off from the other " things " in his 
master's system. For this reason, too, Nous was no 
longer regarded as the maker of the world.^ It may be 
added that this twofold relation of Archelaos to his 
predecessors makes it very credible that, as Actios tells 
us,^ he believed in innumerable worlds ; both Anaxagoras 
and the older lonians upheld that doctrine. 
Conclusion. 161. The cosmology of Archelaos, like that of 

Diogenes, has all the characteristics of the age to 
which it belonged — an age of reaction, eclecticism, 
and investigation of detail.^'^ Hippon of Samos and 
Idaios of Himera represent nothing more than the feel- 
ing that philosophy had run into a blind alley, from 
which it could only escape by trying back. The 
Herakleiteans at Ephesos, impenetrably wrapped up as 
they were in their own system, did little but exaggerate 

» Aet. i. 7. 14 (R. P. 170a). « Aet. ii. 1. 3. 

« Windelbaiid, p. 176. 
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its paradoxes and develop its more fanciful side.^ It 
was not enough for Eratylos to say with Herakleitos 
(fr. 84) that you cannot step twice into the same river ; 
you could not do so even once.^ But in nothing was 
the total bankruptcy of the early cosmology so clearly 
shown as in the work of Gorgias, entitled Substance or 
the Non-existent, in which an absolute nihilism was set 
forth and based upon the Eleatic dialectic.^ The fact 
is that philosophy, so long as it dung to its old pre- 
suppositions, had nothing more to say ; for the answer 
of Leukippos to the question of Thales was really final. 
Fresh life must be given to the speculative impulse by 
the raising of new problems, those of knowledge and 
conduct, before any further progress was possible; and 
this was done by the " Sophists '' and Sokrates. Then, 
in the hands of Demokritos and Plato, philosophy took 
a new form, and started on a fresh course of develop- 
ment 



^ Fur an amasing picture of the HerakleiteanR, see Plato, Tlieait. 
179 £. The new interest in language, which the study of rhetoric had 
called into life, took with them the form of fantastic and arbitrary 
etymologising, such as is satirised in Plato's KrtUylos, 

^ Arist. Mel, r, 5. lOlOo, 12. He refused even to speak, we are told, 
and simply pointed with hia finger. 

•* Sext Math, vii. 65 (R, P. 184). 
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^.—PHILOSOPHERS. 

Plato. 1. It is not often that Plato allows himself to dwell upon 

the history of philosophy as it was before the rise of ethical 
and epistemological inquiry ; but when he does, his guidance is 
simply invaluable. His artistic gift and his power of entering 
into the thoughts of other men enabled him to describe the 
views of early philosophers in a thoroughly objective manner, 
and he never, except in a playful and ironical way, sought to 
read unthought-of meanings into the words of his predecessors. 
Of special value for our purpose are his contrast between 
Empedokles and Herakleitos (Soph 242 D), and his account of 
the relation between Zeno and Parmenides (Pann. 128 A). 

See Zeller, PkUo's Mittheilungen iiher fruhere und gleich- 
zeitige PhUosophen (Arch, v. 165 sqq.), and Index, 8.v. Plato. 

Aristotle. 2. As a rule, Aristotle's statements about early philosophers 
are far less historical than Plato's. Kot that he failed to under- 
stand the facts, but he nearly always discusses them from the 
point of view of his own system. He is convinced that his 
own philosophy accomplishes what all previous philosophers 
had aimed at^ and their systems are therefore regarded as 
" lisping " attempts to formulate it (Met A, 10. 993a, 15). It is 
not difficult, however, to make allowance for this ; and if we do 
so, the testimony of Aristotle is of the greatest possible value. 

See Emminger, Die Vorsokratischen PhUosophen naeh den 
Berichten dea Aristoteles, 1878. Index, a.v. Aristotle. 



Stoicf. 3. The Stoics, and especially Chrysippos, paid great attention 

to early philosophy, but their way of regarding it was simply 
an exaggeration of Aristotle's. They did not content themselves 

870 
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with criticising their predecessors from their own point of 
view ; they seem to have really believed that the early thinkers 
actually held views hardly distinguishable from theirs. The 
The word oi/vouectow, which Cicero renders by accommodare 
(Chap. III. n. 43), was used by Philodemos to denote this 
method of interpretation. See Index^ 8.v. Stoics. 

4. The same remarks apply mutatis mutandis to the Skeptics. Skeptics. 
The interest of such a writer as Sextus Empiricus in early 
philosophy is to show that skepticism went back to an early 

date, as far as Xenophanes, in fact But what he tells us is 
often of value; for he frequently quotes early views as to 
knowledge and sensation in support of his thesis. 

5. Under this head we have chiefly to consider the com- Neoputonista. 
mentators on Aristotle in so far as they are independent of the 
Theophrastean tradition. Their chief characteristic is what 
Simplicius calls cvyvcjfuxrun;, that is, a liberal spirit of inter- 
pretation, which makes all early philosophers agree with one 

another in upholding the doctrine of a Sensible and an Intel- 
Ugible World. 



i?.— DOXOGRAPHERS. 

6. The Doxographi grxci of Professor Hermann Diels has The ".Doxo- 
thrown an entirely new light upon the filiation of the later ^™^ ^'^** 
sources; and we can only estimate justly the value of state- 
ments derived from these if we bear constantly in mind the 

results of this investigation. Here it will only be possible to 
give an outline which may help the reader to find his way in 
the Doxographi graci itself. 

7. By the term doxographers we understand all those writers The 

who relate the opinions of the Greek philosophers, and who xheophrMtos! 
derive their material, directly or indirectly, from the great 
work of Theophrastos, ^vo-ucoiv Sofcuv ii{ (D. L. v. 46). Of this 
work, one considerable chapter, that entitled Hcpi al(rdrj(r€iav, 
has been preserved {Dox, pp. 499-527). And Usener, follow- 
ing Brandis, further showed that there were important frag- 
ments of it contained in the commentary of Simplicius (sixth 
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cent. A.D.) on the First Book of Aristotle's ^vcrtjc^ SLKpoaa-vs 
(Usener, AncUecta Theophrastea, p. 25 sqq.). These extracts 
Simplicius seems to have borrowed in turn from Alexander of 
Aphrodisias (c. 200 A.D.); cf. Dox. p. 112 sqq. We thus 
possess a very considerable portion of the First Book, which dealt 
with the apxpUj as well as practically the whole of the last Book. 
From these remains it clearly appears that the method of 
Theophrastos was to discuss in separate books the leading 
topics which had engaged the attention of philosophers from 
Thales to Plato. The chronological order was not observed; 
the philosophers were grouped according to the affinity of their 
doctrine, the diiferences between those who appeared to agree 
most closely being carefully noted. The First Book, however, 
was in some degree exceptional ; for in it the order was that of 
the successive schools, and short historical and chronological 
notices were inserted. 

Doxographen. 8. A work of this kind was, of course, a godsend to the epito- 
mators and compilers of handbooks, who flourished more and 
more as the Greek genius declined. These either followed Theo- 
phrastos in arranging the subject-matter under heads, or else 
they broke up his work, and rearranged his statements under 
the names of the various philosophers to whom they applied. 
This latter class form the natural transition between the doxo- 
graphers proper and the biographers, so I have ventured to 
distinguish them by the name of biograpJiical doxographers. 



I. DOXOGRAFHBBS PrOPBR. 

The "Placita" 9. These are now represented by two works, viz, the Plaeita 
and Stobaios. pjiUoBophorum^ included among the writings ascribed to Plu- 
tarch, and the Ecloga Pkysica of John Stobaios (c. 470 a.d.). 
The latter originally formed one work with the Florilegium of 
the same author, and contains, with a good deal of other matter, 
a transcript of some epitome substantially identical with the 
pseudo-Plutarchean Placita, It is, however, demonstrable that 
neither the Placita nor the Edoga is the original of the other. 
The latter is usually the fuller of the two, and yet the former 
must be earlier ; for it was used by Athenagoras for his defence 
of the Christians in 177 a.d. (Dox. p. 4). It was also the 
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Bouice of the notices in Eusebios and Cyril, and of the History 
of Philosophy ascribed to Galen. From these writers many 
important corrections of the text have been derived (Dox, 
p. 5 sqq.). 

Another writer who made use of the Placita is Achilles (710^ 
Achilles Tatius). Extracts from his 'EUrayioyrj to the Phrnno- 
mena of Aratos are included in the Uranologum of Petavius, pp. 
121-164. His date is umcertain, but probably he belongs to 
the third century a.d. (Dox, p. 18). 

10. What, then, was the common source of the Placita and Actios, 
the Eclog» f Diels has shown that Theodoret (c. 445 a.d) had 
access to it ; for in some cases he gives a fuller form of state- 
ments made in these two works. Not only so, but he also 
names that source; for he refers us {Or, aff, cur. iv. 31) to 
*Acriov r^v ircpi ^ccricdvrctfv awayfoyrfv, Diels has, accordingly, 
printed the Placita in parallel columns with the relevant parts 

of the jEdogxj under the title of Aetii Placita, The quotations 
from " Plutarch " by later writers, and the extracts of Theodoret 
from Actios, are also given at the foot of each page. 

11. Diels has shown further, however, that Actios did not The '* Vetusta 
draw directly from Theophrastos, but from an intermediate ^^^**- 
epitome which he calls the Vetugta Placita, traces of which 

may be found in Cicero (infra, § 12) and in Censorinus (De die 
naiali), who follows Yarro. It is quite possible, by discounting 
the somewhat unintelligent additions which Actios made from 
Epicurean and other sources, to form a pretty accurate table of 
the contents of the Vetuata Placita (Dox, p. 181 sqq.), and this 
gives us a fair idea of the arrangement of the original work by 
Theophrastos. 

12. So far as what he tells us of the earliest Greek philo- cioero. 
sophy goes, Cicero must be classed with the doxographers, and 

not with the phOosophers ; for he gives us nothing but extracts 
at second or third hand from the work of Theophrastos. Two 
passages in his writings fall to be considered under this head, 
namely, LucuUus (Acad, iL), 118, and De Natura Deorum, 
i. 25-41. 

(a) Doxography of the Lucullus. — ^This contains a meagre 
and inaccurately-rendered summary of the various opinions held 
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by philosophers with regard to the dpxv (Dox. p. 119 sqq.), and 
would be quite useless if it did not in one case enable us to 
verify the exact words of Theophrastos (Chap. I. n, 45). The 
doxography has come through the hands of Kleitomachos, who 
succeeded Karneades in the headship of the Academy (129 &c.). 
(b) Doxography of the De Natura Deorum. — A fresh light 
was thrown upon this important passage by the discovery at 
Herculaneum of a roll containing fragments of an Epicurean 
treatise, so like it as to be at once assumed as its original. This 
treatise was at first ascribed to Phaidros, on the ground of the 
reference in Epp. odAtt, xiii. 39. 2, but the real title, ^iXo^fiov 
TTcpi cvo-c^cm, was afterwards restored (Dox, p. 530). Diols, how- 
ever, has shown (Dox. p. 122 sqq.) that there is much to be said 
for the view that Cicero did not copy Philodemos, but that both 
drew from a common source (no doubt Phaidros, IIcpi tfcwv), 
which itself went back to a Stoic epitome of Theophrastos. 
The passage of Cicero and the relevant fragments of Philo- 
demos are edited in parallel columns by Diels {Dox. p. 531 sqq.). 



II. Biographical Doxografhers. 

Hippolytoi. 13. Of the "biographical doxographies " the most important 
is Book I. of the Itefutation of all Heresies by Hippolytos. 
This had long been known as the PhUosophoumena of Origen ; 
but the discovery of the remaining books, which were first 
published at Oxford in 1854, showed finally that it could not 
belong to him. It is drawn mainly from some good epitome of 
Theophrastos, in which the matter was already rearranged 
under the names of the various philosophers. We must note, 
however, that the sections dealing with Thales, Pythagoras, 
Herakleitos, and Empedokles come from an inferior source, 
some merely biographical compendium full of apocryphal anec- 
dotes and doubtful statements. 

The"Stro- 14. The fragments of the pseudo-Plutarchean Stromateis, 
matcia. quoted by Eusebios in his Praparatio Evangelica^ come from 
a source similar to that of the best portions of the PhUoso- 
phoumena. So far as we can judge, they differ chiefly in two 
points. In the first place, they are mostly taken from the 
earliest sections of the work, and therefore most of them deal 
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with the primary substance, the heavenly bodies and the earth. 
In the second place, the language is a much less faithful 
transcript of the original. 

15. The scrap-book which goes by the name of Diogenes " Diogenes 
Laertios (cf. Usener, Epicurea, p. 1 sqq.) contains large frag- *^«"*<*^ 
ments of two distinct doxographies. One is of the merely 
biographical, anecdotic, and apophthegmatic kind used by Hip- 
poly tos in his first four chapters; the other is of a better 

class, more like the source of Hippolytos' remaining chapters. 

16. Short doxographical summaries are to be found in Patristic doxo- 
Eusebios (P. E. x., xiv., xv.), Theodoret {Gr, aff. cur, iL 9-11), 8raphiet. 
IrensBus (C. h«r, ii. 14), Amobius {Talia prodit adv, nat 

iL 9), Augustine (Civ, Dei, viii. 2). These depend mainly 
upon the writers of "Successions," whom we shall have to 
consider in the next section. 



C7.— BIOGRAPHERS. 

17. The first to write a work entitled " Successions of the SaccesaionB. 
Philosophers" was Sotion (D. L. ii. 12; R. P. 4a), about 

200 ac. Tlie arrangement of his work is explained in Dox, 
p. 147. It was epitomised by Herakleides Lembos. Other 
writers of AiaSoxai were Antisthenes, Sosikrates, and Alex- 
ander. All these compositions were accompanied by a very 
meagre doxography, and made interesting by the addition of 
unauthentic apophthegms and apocryphal anecdotes. 

18. The peripatetic, Hermippos of Smyrna, known as KaXXi- Hermippos. 
fuixeu>s (c, 200 B.O.), wrote several biographical works which are 
frequently quoted. The biographical details are very untrust- 
worthy indeed, but sometimes bibliographical information is 

added, which doubtless rests upon the Pinakes of Kalli- 
machos. 

19. Another peripatetic, Satyros, the pupil of Aristarchos, Satyros. 
wrote (c. 160 b.c.) " Lives of Famous Men." The same remarks 
apply to him as to Hermippos. His work was epitomised by 
Herakleides Lembos. 
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'* Diogenes 
Laertios.*' 



20. The work which goes by the name of Laertios Diogenes 
is a mere patchwork of all earlier, learning. It has not been 
digested or composed by any single mind at alL It is little 
more than a collection of extracts made at haphazard, probably 
by more than one successive possessor of the MS. But, of 
course, it contains much that is of the greatest value. 



Z>.— CHRONOLOGISTS. 



Eratosthenes 
And Apollo- 
doroB. 



20. The founder of ancient chronology was Eratosthenes of 
Kyrene (275-194 ac.) ; but his work was soon supplanted by 
the metrical version of Apollodoros (c. 140 b.g.), from which 
most of our information as to the dates of early philosophers is 
derived. See Diels' paper on the Xpovucd of ApoUodoros in 
Bhein, Mu8. xxxi. 

The method adopted is as follows: — If the date of some 
striking event in a philosopher's life is known, that is taken as 
his '^ floruit " (^fii$)f and he is assumed to have been forty years 
old at that date. In default of this, some historical era is taken 
as the '^ floruit." Of these the chief are the archonship of 
Damasias, *585 ac, the taking of Sardeis in 546 ac, the 
accession of Polykrates in 532 ac, and the foxmdation of 
Thourioi in 444 b.o. Further details will be easily found by 
reference to the Index, 8,v. Apollodoros. 
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By Charles F. Morrbll. 

COPYRIGHT AND PATENTS. 

By Wyndham Anstis 
Be WES, LL.B. 

PARTNERSHIP AND COM- 
PANIES. 
By Percy F. Wheeler. 

WILLS AND INTESTATE 

SUCCESSION. 

By J AMES Williams, B.C.L., 
M.A. 

INSURANCE. 

By Charles F. Morrell. 

EDUCATION. 

By James Williams, B.C.L., 
M.A. 



to a law-book than to go to law." — 



PRESS NOTICES. 



"Well ainaged"-^t./ames'sGaMtite. 

"The series as a whole most prove of 
immense service to the classes mentioned, 
as well as to accountants, trustees, factors, 
agents, and others." — GUugtno Hermld. 

" Deservedly popular." — Eastern Mom' 
ing News. 

" Excellent."— O^ffrvrr. 

" Admirable five>shilling series." — 

FrtenutH** Journal. 

"A well-arranged series at a uniform 
price, and possessing certain distinct ad- 
vantages in regard to method of treatment 
and ^\^*' —Liverpool Mercury, 

" We wish Messrs. Black's admirable 
little series welL"— Z^ncr Notes. 

"A series whose issues so far are un- 
doubtedly of great value to the financial, 
commercial, and trading communities."— 
Lixfer/ool Post. 

" The manuals, if used as they are in- 
tended to be, ought certainly to be found 
of great assistance."— ff^AfV//la// Review. 
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1892 



In 2 Vols. Demy 8vo, pp. 1652, price 248. 



THE 



LIVES OF THE FATHERS 



Sftetcbea ot Cbutcb DiBtoti^ in JSfodtapbfi. 



BY 



FREDERIC W. FARRAR, D.D.. F.RS. 

Archdeacon of Westminster and Chaplain to the House of Commons, 



BIOGRAPHIES. 



1. St. Ignatius of Antioch, Bishop 

and Martyr. 

2. St. Polycarp of Smyrna, Bishop 

and Martyr. 

3. St. Iren^us. 

4. St. Justin the Martyr. 

5. Tertullian. 

6. St. Cyprian. 

7. Clement of Alexandria* 
B. Origen. 



9. St. Athanasius. 

10. St. Hilary of Poictiers. 

11. St. Martin of Tours. 

18. St. Gregory of Nazianzas. 

13. St. Basil. 

14. St. Gregory op Nyssa. 

15. St. Ambrose, Bishop of Milan. 

16. St. Jerome. 

17. St. Augustine. 

18. St. Chrysostom. 



'* Archdeacon Farrar has been saccessful in accomplishing the aims which he set 
before him. The book is the most readable production on the histoiy of Christianity 
during the first four centuries that we have in English. It abounds in brilliant 
pictures of the great men of those times, it details their mode of life and their 
opinions in clear, vigorous language, and it pronounces decided judgments on their 
merits and demerits. Every page bear traces that the author has gone to the 
original sources, and has consulted the ablest modem works on patristic literature." 

Atkemrum. 

" It will be enjoyed by multitudes. Dr. Farrar has real knowledge of his subject. 
We gaze with admiration on his vast industry and his powers of assimilation ; and 
perhaps no work that he has written gives an impress of greater learning thdn do the 
preseul volumes." — Anglican Church MagoMitu, 



In 1 Vol. Demy 8vo, Cloth, Price lOs. 6d. 

^Ib Cedtament Cj^cologg; 

OR 

THE HISTORY OF HEBREW RELIGION 
FROM THE YEAR 800 B.C. 



- BY 

ARCHIBALD DUFF, M.A., LL.D. 

Professor of Old Testament Theology in the Yorkshire 
United Independent College^ Bradford, 



* ' The book is alive from beginning to end. " — Tke Independent. 

"Written from a scientific standpoint by an expert and enthusiastic scholar." 

*• Thorough and masterly." — Religious Review of Reviews, [ The Speaker. 

" I have found it to be an education to read this book, an education for the 
pulpit."— Dr. Joseph Parker in the British Weekly. 

" Marked by accurate scholarship in every page.'* — Expository Times. 

" Much thought has gone to make this book, and large toil and long experience 
in teaching." — The Independent (2nd notice). 

" It is an able and luminous piece of constructive work, recognising fully the new 
order of things ; a book that no wise student can afibrd to ignore." 

* ' Of great merit. " — Aberdeen Free Press. [Review of the Churches. 

" A singularly fresh and able book." — Glasgow Mail. 

''Thorough and masterly." — Glasgow Herald, 

" It is a valuable addition to the discussion on the greatest theological question 
of the day. " — Review of Reviews. 

" There are many things much to be admired in this book." 

Prof. A. B. Davidson in The Bookman. 

" This stimulating vqXmxm:' -^Sheffield Independent. 

" He has certainly put both power and eloquence into his book." 

The Modem Church. 

*' We have no hesitation in heartily recommending Dr. Dufi's book." 

The Literary World. 

" This is a timely and altogether able study of a subject which has an undying 
interest for thoughtful folk." — Eastern Morning News. 

" In its scholarly grasp and analytical insight is an important contribution from 
the historical school of scriptural exposition. "•^^<n««'«//^ Chronicle. 

"This exceedingly able and comprehensive work.'' — Bradford Observer. 

" One of the few recent works in theology to which the term fascinating may be 
applied.*' — Scottish leader, 

'* It is distinctly positive and scholarly, while none the less readable and devo- 
tional " — Liverpool Mercury. 

" It is written in a clear and animated manner, and is pervaded by a glow of 
earnest, kindly, and hopeful feeling, which excites the interest of the readert And 
carries him sympathetically along." — The Scotsman. 



In 1 Vol. CPO^wrn 8vo, Price 88* 6d. 

NATURAL THEOLOGY. 

Zbc 6ittotb Xccturce 

DELIVERED BEFORE THE UNIVERSITY OF 

EDINBURGH IN 1891. 

BY 

Professor Sir G. G. STOKES, Bart., M.P. 



" The Giffbrd Lectures are an important contribution to the controversy between 
belief and unbelief."— TVi^ Times. 

" Tlie tone of the whole is eminently candid, charitable, and Christian." 

BHitsA Weekly, 
" Will command and must receive the most respectful attention.*' — Anti-JacoHn. 

" As useful as it is interesting." — Observer, 

" A valuable contribution to the literature of their subject." — Tht Scotsman, 

"Valuable aq well as interesting to all classes of readers." — Manchester Courier, 

" Its treatment is simple and scholarly." — Bradford Observer, 

"The subject is dealt with in a comprehensive and masterly way." 

Northern Whij^. 
" He has addressed himself to a highly difficult task with breadth and care." 

Newcastle Leader, 
" Practical, substantial, and fresh, and has an unfailing common sense." 

Aberdeen Journal. 
"We welcome with delight this volume of GifTord Lectures." — Dundee Courier, 

"Dogmatism is absent, and the lectures deserve to be widely read." 

Evening News and Post, 

" The book will supply a complete answer to many questions which thou|:htful 
men are asking themselves to-day, and 4t should be in the hands of all who wish to 
meet some of the scientific objections to the Christian faith."— Yorkshire Post. 

"The spirit of the book, as of the roan, is beautiful." — The Speaker. 

"Thoughtful and suggestive." — Manchester Guardian. 

" A few of the lectures are splendid." — Aberdeen Free Press. 

" These lectiu^s are replete with ingenuity and governed by scientific caution." 

The Chronicle. 
"A clear and finely reasoned review of the basis and growth of natural religion." 

Glasgow Citizen, 
"The book will have a circle of admiring readers, and deals simply with many 
vexed topics." — Manchester Courier. 

"To all interested in the relations of religion and science, Prof. Stokes' book 
may be confidently recommended." — The Presbyterian. 

" The stvle of the composition is easy, colloquial, and simple ; and the lectures 
are eminently readable, varied, and interesting." 

Prof. A. M ACALISTER in The Critical Review. 
" Is a work displaying vast erudition and immense profundity of thought." 

Liverpool Post. 
"The style is admirably clear, avoiding as a role purely scientific terminology, 
while the similes which are employed as illustrations are always simple and straight- 
forward." — Literary Opinion. 
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In 1 Vol Cro-wn 8vo, Price 8s. 

SKETCH OF THE HISTORY 

OF 

ISRAEL AND JUDAH. 

BY 

j. WELLHAUSEN, 

Professor at Marburg, 



THIRD EDITION. 



*' The sketch is in every way admirable." — The Scotsman, 

"This work exhibits the vigorous, cautious writing o^ an earnest scholarly 
(hinker." — Liverpool Mercury, 

"A useful contribution to a subject of ever-increasing interest." 

Newcastle Leader, 

" This learned and able work." — Newcastle Chronicle. 

" It admirably epitomises the subject, and exhibits on almost every page 
evidences of Professor Wellhausen's profound study." — Publiskers Circular, 

" A carefully prepared and comprehensive history of great value to students." 

Manchester Courier, 

•*This work is one of the chief formative influences in the attitude which 
scholars are assuming with regard to the Old TestaimiaiV ^Dundee Advertiser, 

" It is invaluable as a guide to the secular histoiy of the people of the Old 
Testament" — Observer, 

" It will be instructive alike to the biblical scholar and the general reader," 

Glasgow Citizen, 

" Will be warmly welcomed by many readers." — Manchester Guardian, 

*' It is an admirable hand-book." — The Modem Church, 

" It is a masterly sketch." — Westminster Review. 

" It is already well known, and now it is easily accessible will probably be 
widely read." — Bradford Observer, 

*' Biblical students will be pleased to have the historical sketch in independent 
book form." — Liverpool Post, 

" No one will question the supreme ability of the sketch,"-^ Aberdeen Free Press, 

" We know it to be the most concise, and the ablest statement of what criticism 
finds the history of Israel to be that has yet been done into English." , 

Expository Times, 

*' Hft treatment of the status and influence of the prophets shows profound 
research by the latest lights." — Morning Advertiser, 

'* The book is popularly written by an acknowledged master of the subject, and 
is one that no scholar can afford to neglect ; whilst at the same' time the general 
reader will find a rich treat in the rapid and vivid narrative, and in the stores of new 
and valuable knowledge in which he is here invited to share." — Sheffield Independent, 



In Cro'wn 8vo, Cloth. Price 69. 



PAGANISM 



AND 



CHRISTIANITY. 



BY 



J. A. FARRER. 



" Mr. Fairer has brought together many passages of great worth and beauty 
from the pages of the ancient philosopheT^," ^Scotsman, 

. " This is a remarkaMe book."— TA* Presbyterian. 

*• Mr. Farrer's book will be found highly attractive." — Publishers* Circular. 

" Will surprisemany a reader by the curious evidence presented." 

Liverpool Mercury. 

" It contains much for whi we can thank the author." 

The Modem Church. 

" The reader who would know what Paganism really was, and what it really 
means, cannot do better than make a careful study of this most interesting 
book. ' ' — Dundee A dveriiser. 

" Mr. Farrer has a vigorous pen as well as a robust understanding .... his 
bqok will clear away some cobwebs of historical misconception." 

Expository Times. 

" It is a painstaking essay, written by one who is versed in ancient and modem 
philosophy. ' ' — Observer. 

" Is a noteworthy book, both for its matter and its style He has certainly 

put the case with force and backed up his arguments with learning." 

Manchester Guardian. 

"This most interesting and in many respects able book." — Glasgow Herald, 

" There is much interesting matter in ' Paganism and Christianity.' " 

Ihe Scottish Pulpit. 

"The book is both well informed and interesting." — Reidew of Reviews. 

"The author of this work has set himself a bold task, which he has grappled 
with successfully." — Morning Advertiser, 

"The fruit of extensive reading." — Birmingham Post. 

" An original and delightful book." — Westminster Review, 

•* This singularly able hoo\i." ^Yorkshire Herald. 
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In 1 Vol. Cro-wii 8vo, Price 8s. 6d. 



THE 



€^uvt^ of ^cotlatiH 



A SKETCH OF ITS HISTORY. 



BY 



The Rev. PEARSON M'ADAM MUIR, 

Minister of Momingsids, Edinburgh, 



NEW EDITION, WITH NOTES AND INDEX. 



" Likely to be of permanent value." — Scotsman. 

" It cannot fail to be welcomed In its new form, for it is a most conscientious 
work in itself, and the publishers have done everything for it that paper and type 
and binding can do." — Expository Times, 

"We have rarely had Church History presented to us in so attractive a 
manner. "^7*A« Modem Church. 

*' It is a book that eveiy one who is interested in the histofy of Christianity in 
his country should have." — The Scottish Pulpit. 

"This channmg littk Yaaiary.** -^Review of the Churches. 

** Many will be glad to haye it in this form, and we can recommend it as suitable 
for a Christmas present or for a gift-book at any time." 

Church 0/ Scotland Mission Record, 

" It is vrritten in admirable style, and gives a very interesting sketch of the story 
of the Scottish Chwrch."-^The Critical Review. 

" A work which has already won its way with the public." — National Church. 

" The best historical primer possessed by any church." — Scottish Standard, 

** A very readable book." — Scottish Standard Bearer. 

"The htstoiy of the Church of Scotland is a deeply interesting one — we might 
almost say romantic. However it might be told, it would be sure to enlist the 
attention of readers; but when, in addition to that, we have the histoiy presented 
by so able and interesting a writer as the Rev. Mr. Muir, we can confidently expect 
a wide circulation for this edition." — Scottish Church, 



In 1 Vol. Demy 8vo, Cloth, Prica lOs. 6d. 



THE 



OLD TESTAMENT 



IN 



THE JEWISH CHURCH. 



BY 



W. ROBERTSON SMITH, M.A., LL.D. 

Fellow of Chrisfs College and Professor of Arabic in the 

University of Cambridge, 



NEW AND ENLARGED EDITION. 
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In 1 Vol. Crown 8vo, Cloth, Price 58. 



A MANUAL 



OF 



THEOLOGY. 



BY 



THOMAS B. STRONG, M.A. 

Student and Theological Tutor in Christ Churchy 

Oxford y Examining Chaplain to the 

Lord Bishop of Durham, 



^uilDi and Bible Class 'Ce)tt::Boolis. 

EDITED BY 

A. H. CHARTERIS, D.D. 

Professor of Biblical Criticism in the University of Edinburgh^ and one of 
Her Majesty^s Chaplains for Scotland ; and 

Rev. J. A. M'CLYMONT, B.D. 

Aberdeen, 
Price Sixpence each. 



THE CHURCH OF SCOTLAND. 

A SKETCH OF ITS HISTORY. 

By the Rev. Pearson M*Adam Muir, 

MiHtnister of MomingtitUi Edinburgh, \Ready. 

HANDBOOK OF CHRISTIAN EVIDENCES. 

By Professor Stewart, D.D. 

Univertity of Aberdeen. {^Ready, 

AN OUTLINE OF OLD TESTAMENT 

INTRODUCTION. 
By Professor Robertson, D.D. 

Univerrity o/Glnsiotu, \ln prtpAration, 

AN OUTLINE OF NEW TESTAMENT 

INTRODUCTION. 

By Rev. J. A. M'Clymont, B.D. 

LANDMARKS OF CHURCH HISTORY. 
By Professor Cow AN, D.D. 

University of A berdeen, \^Ih frepareUion. 



OTHER VOLUMES ARE IN CONTEMPLATION. 

lO 



In 1 Vol. Demy 8vo, Clc5th. 



Oriental ^ 

^ Studies. 



BY 



PROFESSOR THEODOR NOLDEKE, 

University of Strassburg. 



TRANSLATED BY 



JOHN SUTHERLAND BLACK, M.A. 



IN PREPARATION, 



II 



In. 1 Vol. Cro^^n 8vo, Cloth. 



THE JOHANNINE 



MEMORABILIA OF JESUS 



BY 



The Rev. W. W. PEYTON, 

Minister of Broughty Ferry. 



IN PREPARATION. 



12 



IVORKS BY THE LATE 

ALEXANDER RALEIGH, D.D, 



QUIET RESTING PLACES, 

AND OTHER SERMONS. 
Twelfth Edition. Crown 8vo, 5^. 

FROM DAWN TO THE PERFECT DAY, 

Crown 8vo, 5^. 

THE LITTLE SANCTUARY. 

Third Edition. Crown 8vo, 4^. 6d. 

THE BOOK OF ESTHER. 

ITS PRACTICAL LESSONS AND DRAMATIC SCENES, 

Fcap. 8vo, 4s. 6d, 

THE WAY TO THE CITY, 

AND OTHER SERMONS. 
Second Edition. Crown 8vo, ^. 

REST FROM CARE AND SORROW. 

Fcap. 8vo, 3J. 6d. 

THOUGHTS FOR THE WEARY AND 

SORROWFUL. 

Second Edition. 3^ 6d, 

THE STORY OF JONAH. 

Fcap. 8vo, 4s. 6d, 
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WORKS BY MRS. RALEIGH. 



RECORDS OF THE 
LIFE OF THE LATE DR, RALEIGH. 



Fcap. 8vo, 3S. 6d. 



STUDIES IN THE UNSEEN. 



Second Edition. Fcap. 8vo, 3s. 6d. 
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In 1 Vol. Demy 8vo, Cloth, Price 10s. 6d. 



UNBELIEF 

IN THE 

EIGHTEENTH CENTURY. 

AS CONTRASTED WITH ITS EARLIER AND 

LATER HISTORY. 



BY THE LATE 

JOHN CAIRNS, D.D. 

Principal and Professor of Systematic Theology and Apologetics in the 

United Presbyterian College, Edinburgh, 



In 1 Vol. 24mo, Paper, Price 6d. 

HANDBOOK 

OF 

CHRISTIAN EVIDENCES. 

BY 

ALEXANDER STEWART, D.D. 

Professor of Systematic Theology in the University of Aberdeen. 
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THE 



Encyclopedia 
Britannica. 

A Dictionary of ArtSy Science, and 
General Literature. 



ARRANGED IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER. 



In 24 quarto volumes and separate Index, illustrated 
with Plates, Coloured Maps and Wood 

Engravings. 



PRICE IN CLOTH, GILT TOP, £37. 
. HALF-RUSSIA OR HALF-MOROCCO, £45 6s. 



A DetaiUd Prospectus, giving a selection of the principal contents of the 
volumes and other particulars, with specimen pages, may be obtained 
from any Bookseller or from the Publishers, 
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